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o ‘ INTRODUCTION ,
N \ )
‘. M \
Perhaps the single most important assumption,
of modern theories about the self is that the
maintenance and enhancement of the perceived self
is the motive behind all,Pehavior. (Purkey, 1970,
po 10) . .
. .
..’........................................P-.......‘
No one, of course, can ever &Bimb into another's
skin, or see this corfstruct we call self, ‘but we
. can infer that self in a number of ways. Two of
these ways are:_ -1) "self-reports," that which can’® .
be inferred from an individual's statements about ..
himself; and 2) "observations," that which can be *
inferred ¥rom the individual's behavidyg. (Purkey,
1970, p. 78) : B y

With the advent of ESEA Title I programs, evaluation .

- requirements have iﬁ&lude& the self-concept of the bupil«

as an objective to be measured. The student self-réport

»

‘“has'moéﬁgoften been the vehicle through.which éﬁaﬂbe or-

-

"gréwth in self:cohaegy has been depermined. A few evalu-

3 ’

ation projects have used student reported attitude and

. - . ‘/ Y
interest scales as indices of self-concepf. -dudgments by '

signif‘;ant adults within the 1earningtéwyironmeﬁt (ile,, .

-

teéchers, administrators) spmetgmesvhaVe been included .

- v
L4

through the process of the teacher'érojecting;hqw Co ;
¢ ’ Py A d

iqdividual students will respond and determining the dis-

B g ' .
crepancy between student resbonse and adult projection. "

-

L4

.
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Few studies have attempted to'iﬁclude systematic observation*

of displayed student self-concept within the operational\

~ ! [ "
o 4

environment.

Educaking'learners is”a social process. Abundant
v \ ‘ 1

evidence exists that selirconcept strongly influences

el ﬁ\
behaviors in learning enviispments as'well as delimits or
. promotes achievement and success, Alth?ugh the present

‘trend in education is toward personalization and

individualization of learning, elementary student members

Continue to be assembled in groups. Education remains

v
group-oriented in relation to admfnistrative, evaluative,

and organizational factors. T&achers are responsible for

, and held accountable to some degree for particular groups
- \ - i .

0

of elementary students. Individual students exhibit and

refleét attitudes, values ahd beliefs that formulate
. : , .

" descriptive factors of_thé’group as a .whole. The self-

concept and self-evaluation of elementary students depends
to a large extent on what values, attitudes, behaviors and-
beliefs are acceptable to the groqu The concept the child

has of himself s modified by thg_concept he has of the

kgroup and the group has of him. ThJ.self-concebt as

exhibited by the group represe an area that is 51gnif1-
cant in the&le rning process of\elementary ‘children.

"In an academnc environment a positive?self-concept
is often the determining facr in sugéessfully reaching‘

potential achievement (Coopersmith, 1959). Research has
: - l .

, -
-

H

1

[\

5

"

A\
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produced evidence that people who like themselves “also like
others (Berger, 1950) and ‘that people who think re highly
of themselves are effective to a greater extent in group
‘situa ions. (Mussen and Porter,'1959). It has also been
judge that persons’ with 2 positive evaluation of the self
.are signifiCantly less anxious than are those perspns with

a low self—evaluation (Coopersmith 1959). , '

¥ "The self . . . is. essentially a social structure

‘v

and it d@ises in social experience .5. . it is impossible v

to .conceive of a self arising outside of social experience”
\ . . _
(Mead, 1934, p. 140). ' \ ‘ ] -

In recent years pupils have-been increasingly exposed.

to educational experiences which emphasize social and
£
femotiona growth as well as new approaches to cognitive

s

/ dev lopment;' Despite the added'expectations, the total

growth of the pupils within the proposed innovative prac-
-tices are often determined by the traditional cognitivev'
measures alone. Programs become defunct due to myths that

these areas cannot be measured and by th lack of use of

availlable instruments that measure the affective domain.
/As self-Concepts are developed in relation to-

interactions be<Ween and among group members, it is .

important to make an accurate observation of the total

group's self—concept, as well as attempt to gain information

1

concerning»individuals., To systematically observe a group

of elementary students in a learning situation allows the

\ 2 °

trained observer to record overt behavior. -

r
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Thference is a valuable tool for sclientific
endeavors when reliability has been estahlished between
and within observers. (Courson, 1965) ,Data obtained by

using a systematic observation schedule are used for

making judgments about how the observed group views its

academic,achievement\and social transactions. The'data
further reveal the anxiety level in relation to the pre-

scribed instructional facilitators, materials and setting.

Statement of the Problem

An instrument purporting to measure thefself-;
ooncept of elementary students in a léarning situation-
through the means of systematic observations was judged as
a need in 1934 by George Mead (Mead, 1934). An examination
of research on self-concept and an analysis of instruments
purporting to measure self-concept revealed no observation
Gf. gyoup self-Concept instruments that deal with elementary
school children. o b

) +he purpose of this,study'wasfto develop an instru-
! !

\ , ‘ . . ) )
ment whidh\rould record the observations of group self- ’

concept. The instrument, was to contain items which allowed

-

- accurate description of overt behaviors of self-concept

expressed by elementary students in grades four through

- L. .

-~ 2 . - N ’
A secondary purpose of.-the study was to develop

a self-report instrument that would parallel the indicators

o .
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‘in, the observation schedule through items expressed in

behavioral statements. »

Y / . ! .. - (

Significance of the Problem

The self-concept phenomena can serve edugation
in two ways: a) as a psychological construct whigh
enables teachers, counselors, parents and others t

1]

achieve with traifiing deeper understandings and.
insights into the behavior and development of .
children, and b) as a vital and important aspect
+* of learning and development which the school
through }ts educational prbcesses seeks te promote
and foster in every child. (Perkins, 1958, p%{220)

,//// ' An observation of group self-concept.schedule could ,

| be an important contribution to the fleld of measurement =
in elementéry educatiPn. Qata'from a systematic, descrip-
tive observatioh scﬁedule are the media ?hrough which’
description}aqd evaluation can take place in the arga‘ofu
éelfigbncept in the elemeﬁtary schools. _ ]

"The full educational'implicaéions of éhe self-

fulfiiliﬁé prophecy remain to be explored, bbt it seems
mﬁ) | | ce:téin %hét the'ﬁays the teacher views the student have a

/ .“ . -
~significant influence on the student and his performance"

-/ (Purkey, 1970, p. 48). o ,
It is important that. elementary teachers be

accurate in' their perception of exhibi ted elf-concépts.
A systématic observation procedure psadﬁézj‘data that

would possihly allow elementary teachers ‘to gaih a more
N 1 ? e +

- thbroﬁby and exact -déscription bf the self-concept of a

grouﬁ within the learniﬂg environhent.

’ \

~ ' ' : SRS
. . .
Lo . .
.
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Value of -the Study

* Representatives of the Instructional Objectives
Exchange (IOX) met with those educators (repre- .
sentatives of Title III programs) on ‘that occasion
(January, 1970) to indicate that after approxi- '
mately eightaen months of nationwide searching,
only a few affective objectives and measures had
been located by the Exchange. (IOX, 1972, p. 7).

IOX attempted to design)self-reports, both direct

and inferential. They also designed "observational indi-

-

cators” for use with role-playing or acting.
‘ -

In some cases, the measures were not tried.out with
learners simply because of the pbvious relevance to
the dimengion in question. In other cases, certain
measures involving contrived stimuli were tried :
out with learners and revised accordingly. (IOX,

1972, p. 7)

.?he review of the literature on self-concept by
Wylie (N361) revealed that the study of self-concept had

ﬁ

--heen studied lg;gely through self-reports. Purkey'é 1970

M L4

'gpdating of the review of_litefature emphasized that récentl‘

studies of the selchoncgp¥'are iﬁ relation to sotial groups

[ -~

and reported studies which\emphasiied the_relationship'ofh
self-concept tolsociety. _HoweVe;, publisﬁed 1nstfuments.¥
wéich-purportea to describe the selfeconceptjéf'elementary
séSyGi children through observation required contrived

" situations and.collected data on indibidual children.

Wylie (1974) reported the lack of systematic observation

.

within the learning énvironment.-‘ :
The classroom teacher is most often viewed wdrking
with chiidrenvih groups wi:hih the learning enviyonment.

.Afgroup gself-concept instrument désigned to describe group

i ' . -
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behaviof in daily situations couId allow the teacher to view,'

.‘”n, the typically expressed self-COncept of the group. The dis- ’
. ‘.g;, A
' ] 'f&% played self—concept whiéh the teacher must enhance or modify,

.

!,ﬁz' must be seen within the operatlonal environment.' A group

"3.observatlon 1nstrument collecting data on’ self-concepts
'exhibited by learners in a group setting could be the basis

’“\\for teacher behaviors that- facilitate development of
healthy self-COncepts 1n members of the group. . Through-

- -‘;“s\ch systematic description, a chanhel of communicatioﬁ

e AR could be opened among evaluators, administrators and

teachﬁgs who should be concerned with improving self-Concept.

[N
¥

2

Assumptlons

LoThe following assumptions concerning the plausibillty
“of inferring selfeconcept were developed by building
¥ l rationales that extended. the concepts gained through
'méxfp,‘.research. The review of related literature contains refer-

ences that are related to thé assumpgions.

-

There is eVidence gained through research that self-

R :7f - concepts aregexhibited in@consiStent'andlstable'behaviOrs;

:It'is'assumed;-then,.thattself-conCept wfthin‘the learning

< e :;a}fﬁ-ienvironment can be observed by persons trained to look for *

‘”f?'spetific descriptive indicators that support the construct

-
X

”gfof self—concept.

¢
°

Research has revealed that there are "public" com-'
l-ponEnts\ff the se1f~concept' those from which the inner-
ﬂ:),\ - self cam’ be inferred through the observaﬁfon of and

t

. N . ; . o o
Fooey 48 ., o R LI

' -
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-‘reporting of exhigited behaviors. It is assumed that 1nter-,

:;7.‘\;'g’ i,mediate elementary students behave in ways,that are indic-l'""

R o o E } R
;ative~of their self—concepts. ' RN et
: /

. F—
e

| Research has further prodOCed evidence that the R

Ll

;“}ﬁ::. individual's self-concept is influenced and modified by
fbtasassociation with peerpgroups within the learning enViron--g’ii

PR ’:ment.‘ It is assumed that the total group exhibits a seff-- |

| | concept that is reflect+d and mirrored to some degree by s

h,all of the participants therein. ' ' T

' Inference has been a valuable tool to researchers-;
- in the social and behavioral sc1ences.< It is assumed that o
N observation instruments can be constructed in such a way
_ ‘ that reliability and validity can. be established., N |
;"\, - . /The purpose of this study was. influenced by the’_ff; g
S te’ three previously mentioned assumptions._ A formative study -
to. Lonstruct and gather data on an "Observation of Group
,Self-”toncept Schedule" and a parallel "Hov‘w : Am At School
'Self-Report," would attempt to produce valid and re?iable

* " scales' of‘measurement. S E o .”,Lﬂ o /»fﬂ”

i .2 . B N . s - o " . . o
.

1 M . "
2 J

. ?':f :_~ T .- ;ﬁ-' Definitions :1 ;=,f ' . . //

Self-concept° An'absorption of expressed feelings

-/

reflected by other members toward the individual,\therefor”

a composite of perceived valuas¢ attitudes and beliefs which ;

- determine the individual s interpretation and d;rection of .

Lo

his existence as: exhibited by his behaviors. An attributelb

B ¥

'of the total self ‘that is capable ofvchange.' "',, 'E.




W-J}_operational definition

F . _»_.,

& mirror the composite group. perceptions demonstrated through

group behavior. An attribute of aogroup that is capable of
change. 71[ *;]. f f"{' é > ,'- | " s

-

‘xinner self which can be inferred by others through obser— .1

vation of and reporting of the behaviors. o ;f. ';;5'

Inference*i A conclusion or deduction from exhibited
. : \-'5 - .
' behaviors of that which-is the concept of self.

Parallel Instrumentsi Those instruments which o

contain indicators of behavior on topics wherein the

P

elobserver infers a componenf/of the pupils' self and the '

A

e ;wpupil reports on. a par llel component."'7i r

It is intended that the maJority of terms of

. 5 T
importance be’ defined throughout the report of this study,

‘ either in the reviéw of related literature or. within

. f.'

Delimitations . ) o ‘_,

'; l‘ : \ - . ’ \‘; .

| The sample of” W

‘e »)

s study included only fourth”- >

fifth and 51xth gradeipupils from a low-socioeconomic_‘f
_Vneighborhood.. The/“ajority of the pupils were first gener—
; ation Hoosiers\rhose parents are native Appalachian. The .

life-space of . the child outside of the school has strong

ﬁif Appalachian influence.:l | o “_' . '\.5w;: o

'}that determine the directi?n o% a group, wherein lnleldualsA

.‘KF? gf Public Components of Self-Concegt Tﬁ%t part of the'.'~
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.. .r” . . .
The daily school experience of the students is

‘“fdstrongly influenced by the Westinghouse 'PLAN and therefore,

A ¢

is a l\ighly individualized( curriculum.g The sdhool facili-
-~ . _
ties are open-spaced. o - ;Zv’l,:,_;; Lo . '

o

The population was selected in order to meet the g

There were no accessible elementary schools with
. o -
Sk matching criteria in’ which to field test the instruments.

; For the same reasqn a. control group was not selected.;
' . a (J

,*hf There was a dearth of materiaISJrelative to measuring

the self-concept of a group.‘ Therefore, designing an instru- ’

e -

: =mént purporting to«measure group self—concept depended
L upon the knowlédge of the construct of self-concept in an
‘_learning environment a knowl dge of designing instruments-'

-and a knowledge of, %s well as’ a familiarit§ W

behaviors of intermediate elementary school children.s.

. N . . . . . Vo . . .- o o .
e S . E B fooe S . . .
. . o . . . P N e . B .
L .. 1 R . — R .- o N
. e o S . . T ! ', . Su 2_:2 , L s ! '
B ’ Ly

| To summarize, there is much indication that self- |
concept mav be the most critical factor for reaching
potentiai sucdess and achfevement within the learning | X
environment. The self-concept is formed in relation to
group perceptions and 1s in fact dependent upon mirroring
.‘the values, b liefs and attitudes of 51gnificant others.

Observation of self-concept has been suggested as a

i p1ausib1y appropriate and reliable scientific.tool,
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dependent upon the reliability Lstablished hetw n and .

among trained observers.

w7 " The purpose of this study was. to develo

"Observation of Group Self—Concept Schedule" hathould

of intermediate elementary students. This"tudy is sig-

*1f o nificant in that an observation of group s lf-concept
- 'schedule has not been previously devised 7 d further, it

..is valuable in that it can provide the basis.for the ’ : N

.. T . A
= . .

W
s

R development oﬁrteaching behav1ors that 7Fuld enhance the -

. self-concept of elementary pupils.f'
- T i _
R e It was assumed by the researche that the self; .
* c AL P A L .

concept of a group coﬁld be dbserved nd recorded in a

Y o 'j].-systematic, descriptive manner. It asralso assumed that

-
. a group exhibited a self-concept th't was evidenced by

the interactions of the social strq_ture. Further, it~.

5'p*15 :“ x.was assumed that inference can bela legitimate and
.o S ‘- Fd .L . . N . /
R -‘valuable tool. of research.,J_l ' ﬁ T - v "' /

’*im ,‘ﬂ. : QErtinent pefinitions and delimitations of the

StUdY were’ Presented.._ f-ﬂf.g".er. R
: ‘ - t . ’ ’."}' '
: . } |

\3ff;¢;. R Orqanization of the Report ' 'g

- -

Research defining and supporting the parameters ! _;

S .. L . -

of the concept the group has of iéSelf and references

- . v [ .

concerning the essential components of instrument con-
T f struction are reviewed“in Chapter.I{/_ Chapter ITI

B P . PR . Lot - “’ .
»h.: .'. A"’ " - Ii " - .o ! . N \ >
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includes procedures and instrumenxation used within ﬁhe

~

'-study. The analysis and interpretation of . the data are:

_ﬂrepo;ted in Chapter IY, an .are fbllowed by Ehe summary,

'Concl@§iohs_and recommendatjons in‘Chapter V.
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CHAPTER II, L e

"REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

- a The folloW{ng references to related llterature
'include'definitions and discussionswfudged to be supportive
df‘hn'attempt to develop and validate an instrument pur- -
‘porting to measure group\selfdconCept through-svstematic_ |
"3§§ bbservation and. parallel‘student self-reports.“ -
o | The process of eduoating learners is a soCLal
‘ tprocess.‘ Although the present trend ln education is toward
| ).; “'; pe€§pnalization and individuallzation of learnlng, ele-
' e mentary student members Contlnue to be. assembled 1n groups.
“Education remains group orlented in relatioﬁ.to adminis- |
f( : 'dtratlve, evaluative and organizatfon factors.’ Teachers .o
, are.responsible.for and.held accduntable tp-some degree | L
| for particularhgroups of elementary-students (House,‘lé74);
I?\Indlvidual students exhibit and reflect att;tudes, values
v:and beliefs that formulate descriptive factors of the. |
*grOup.as a whole-(Kinoh, 1963). . The self-concept and
self—evaluation of elementary students depends‘to a large
e*tent on.what-Values,-attitudes,ihehaviors and beliefs
are acoeptable'to the—group (Coopersmith, 1967). The -
concept one child has of himself is modified by the. concept’

- .
. ﬁ . t [ T - "
' . . . . .
v - . . . . . ' . L -
+ - t T, 0 . ‘.‘. v
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-~ . "~ he.has of the group and the group has of him (Sullivan, S

-,

1953). The self-concept as exhibited by the group repre—*
sents an ‘area that is significant in the learning,process

of elementary children. . :

A -

The studies of William James'in 1890 and‘Sigmund

Freud in the early 1900's brought the; concept of self to-

the attention.of educato7s and pSychologists.- As Ruth
.;7‘ Wylie (1974) points out, the Self dig. notireceive much . |/
. attention from the Behaviorists during the. 1920's through
-the\latter.part of the 1940°'s. However, there were
k.phenomenologicar thedrists‘ého contributed to the studies'-
of self during‘that:period. Adler (1924), Fromm (1939)
‘~\\\\22d Horney (1937) concluded that the "consc1ous self"

N all 4T'determined how.a person-would,behave.

George Mead reported that the sel f-concept of B

o
v

'individuals was. influenced by inte‘aetions with others.

t

_He referred tn the self ‘ds the component which 1nfluenced
E ,behavior in that "we can summon ourselves as organizations
of -responses into the field of experience" (Mead, 1943,
p. 371). Mead focused on the self as a determiner of

._transastional outcomes‘among-societal membersg;
T Raimy, in 1943, said: |
';j%he self;concept is the more or less organized
object resulting from present and past self-
observation . « . (it is) what a person believes
about himself. The self-confept is the map which
- . each person consults in order to’ understand him-

N self, especially during moments of crisis or
: . _ ,choice. (pp. 140-141)
~ S
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. In 1945, Pres¢ott Lecky presented the idea that

individuals will continue to behave in ways that are con- |

< r
sistent with the concept that they have of themselves.

Festinger, 1n 1957, reinforced this concept and. furthered
added that individuals who internally accupulate con=-_

flicting feelings will be compelled to act in s&ch a way
L .

-

that the dissonance is resolved.
John Kinch (1963) reportéd§ AThe individual's e

conception of himselﬁhgmerges from social interaction and,

id‘turn, guides or inffﬁences'the behavior of'that'

individual" (Kinch, 1963, p. 68).

1

Defini tions

, Most researchers who have focused on self-concept

-

Ahave attempted to formulate their deflnition of self-
.concept._ Coopersmith reports that "the self is an 0

.‘abstractioh'that an 1ndividua1 develoas about the attri-
-butes, capacities,‘opjects‘and activities'whicﬁ he

possesses and pursues. This abstraction is represented by

the symbol 'me', which is a person's idea of himself to

/

himself." (1959, p. 87) Mead maintains that the self
"is a social structure arising from'socialvexperiences"\
-. (1934, p. 140). Rogers concludes that:

The self-concept or self-structure may be thought
of as an organized configuration of perceptions
of the self which are admissable to awareness.

It is composed of such elements as the -perceptions
of one's characteristics and abilities; the per-
cepts and concepts of the self in relatiétn to .
others and to the environment; the value qualities
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which’ are perceived' as ‘asspcilted. with experi- R g
-ences ang objects, goals and ideas which are- T
perceived as havfng positive or hegative : PR
balance. (p. “136) . 3 S
( R ” / - \ ay
- Combs ‘states that an fndividual’ s Self "is what he .
3y
‘%elieve he is" (1962, p. "52). Combs and Snygg judged
. £ o - .
that , : , R . P

The self is the individual!s basic¢ frame of refer-
ence, the gentral corfhiaoﬁ’d which thé remainder
of the. perceptual. field ganized. In this

* sense, the phenopom nal self is-both product of
the individual' s experience and producer of what-
ever new experi nce he is capable of, (1959 pe.
146) . - ] o \ -

'

Carl Rogers (13%1),_a c1inicaI psychologist,;con-. .

tributed evidence, that the self does evol'\‘re out'ﬁE" social

interactions and. continues to strive to maintaln -the recog-,

nized self. " He proposed that the drive to maintain a con--
b

sistent self was even stronger than' §bme¢biologicaludriVes.'-

.

Jersild staeed: _ e

The self is a composite of thoughts and feelihps
which comstitute a person's awareness. of his
individual existence, his conception, of who and .
what he is. The 'self constitutes a person's-.
inner world as distinguished from the "outer
world" consisting of all other peopie and . -
things. (1952 p. 9) 4 o :

Jersild was a prominent figure in attempting to relate child

psychology and education. He proposesithat although'it is
not deliberate, a child atquires-attitudes toward himself :
i .

and. ideas about himself that graduall ‘become The Self..

The suggestion that the development is left to chance

uﬂ

~pnless education systematically interferes, is the basis

| \ for his studies. S » N .

| 4
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‘t . Maslow €1954) outlinEE\a hierarchy'fof'the estab-’
' Iishment'of Self. He concludes that once physiplogical
-\ |

=~ and safety needs are met, Self becomes of prominent :?,
importance to the individual. ]\ / T 3 -, ;1;
In the late 50's and early 60's researchers focused

on how the individ?al evaluates the Self. " Erickson (1963)
emphasized that a sense of belonging was a necessary

L

;l, component in a.health selfTCOncept. Diggory (1966) con-
. o N . . t
c&uded that possessing competéncies were essential to the

. Self evaluation and"Jersild (1963) stated that feeling
Coopersmith (1962) judged that variables of independence,‘
leadership and popularity influenced self-esteem. '

3. The Self Concept_as Defined in B :
’ the Learning Environment - .

Self appeared to center around school achievement and

\\\\‘-psycﬁglgaical development. Although previous research had

produced evidence that a positive self evaluation and con-
cept of self were necessary for success, it appears that
it was in the late sixties ‘that the outcomes of cognitive
tashs“were viewed as dependent variables. " Purkey (1970) .
_contributed useful information regarding the role that

self-concept plays in relationship to success in schoél}‘

He'stated,

The best evidence now available suggests that it
is a two-way street, that’ there is a continuous

~ N AT

LIRNRNY g

-

worthy improved the individual s evaluation of Self. : -

Beginning in 1967-68, the research regarding the ..

'



. their peers.

- -

(.. L o8
in£éraétion between the selannd academic achieve- °
ment, and that each directly influences the other.-.
(Pjirkey, 1970, p. 23) : 1 ’ -

Sow

He further Made suggéstFFns offieacher behaviors and teaﬁﬁ;

ing climates that ¢3n promote a positive self-concept in -
_ o . .

elementary school childfén, Berger (1951) reported -that

¢ . . t . ¢
.when attitudes toward the Self and attitudes toward others

wepe correlated, those elemgntary students with the positive
self—concepts Qere found td!be,the most positive about -  _ i

R AXN

[

'- . ' —a

) Instrument'Déquﬂ’Eﬁa Anaiysis'\ S
Related to Affective Areds ‘ ' : .

Observation Schedule . S ‘ o )
: - »

" .The potential of systemdtic-observation instru-
-ments for usefulness in educational research and
training is enormous. In addition to using obser-
vation data as measures.of classroom process and
as outcome measures i planned change, we may: use
observation data to provide feedback in teacher
training or to describe the classroom procegs
existing within a school or training facility.
Observation instruments can readily be used for
comparison of behaviors across grade levels or

.-programs. One can only hope that)the proliferation
of ingtrumentation for resggrch involving system-
,atic observation will be followed by systematic >

“use of the most valid and reliable instruments to
measure and evaluate the teaching pifecess across

- all levels and kinds of education |and trdining.
(Encyclopedia of.Educational Evaluation, p. 269)

g According tofKerlinger observation can pe considered
;nitwo components: . (1) reégrding of dilrect observations
and (2) askin§ individuals to report on other's behavior.’

Kerlinger further as'signs charaéteristﬂts of importance

that are involved in observations of be avior. The first

24
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includes "categories" which he states "must be exhaustive

and mutually.exclusivey 11973 p. 541) with reference'to

4

selecting the”indiqators of behavior that will define the

F
measured variable.. Secondly, he suggests that .the units

of behavior wilitfall along a continuum of degrees bétween

. Vi
the "molar approach"°and the "molecular approach" ﬂherein

"'the former identifies whole behavioral components to,

observe and the latter describes small segments of isolated
behaviors. Kerlinger s\third components refers to the
degree to which there is observer inference, which could
range from a highly descriptive system to a system which
required immediate judgments t6 be made in reference to the-
behaviors observed. A fourth category in the observation
system is considered in terms of its degrees of appli-

cability or generality to universal situations; some

'observational'instruments are designed for a particular

setting and others can be used or modified for secondary -

environments or purposes. The fifth and last component

. Kerlinger refers to is that of the sampling of behavior.

He stated, "There is ‘event .sampling and time 'sampling"

(p. 545). The former fefers to behavioral units being

- reported and the latter calls for reCording segments of

interactions.
Nunnally (1967) reports tha't when an observer is

asked ‘to report on someone other than himself the validity

of the observational measure is dependent upon the observer,h;

—

. s e T
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He reports,

In most observational methods, the interest is in
' the affective traits Bf the person being observed,
and the intention is for the observer to be an
impartial, accurate judge of the traits of.the
‘other person. (p. 4 6)

He furthEr repoxts that in contrast to a subjective, highly
judgmental approach to observation there can exist an
objective ohiservation system in which the!observer records

what the subject does. Although it is the construction
¢ ,

of the observation instrument that contains an organization .

‘which restricts the use of high-inference or judgmental
criteria, there is a necessity for training observers ‘to
use the systems in.an efficient and effective manner; the
rationale being that semantics and ideolects interfere

with accurate or consistant definitions of adjectives -and

descriptors used in systematic Sbservational systems. Pairs

of observers must also be trained to interpret scales and
. 3

continua with proportional consistency. .
McElhinney (1973) reports that iin the. construction
of observation instruments descriptors should maintain ‘the

‘

lowest 1eve1 of inference possible through the use of _‘F,

* descriptive terms in order that the observer can record the

A .
~

actual behavior observed without including inferences
prejudiced by previous experiences and without biasing,

the reporting with a set of criteria. He. further judges-
that the inferences made and,the criteria .used in ,judging

the data -collected are a component for decision;making in

a

r o
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the evalua?ion process. The latter statement implies that ’
recording data and applying criteria to it should be two
different stages qf &he evxlqatiVe process. ', '
There are appiggximately fi\ré general types of rating

-

| 'scales that Can be used in connection with the . observation B

s
ot Low. oL S, ..__m..l.,, el

method'~ (1) checklist, (2& ibrced—choiée items, (3) cate-ii

i
R
LN

e gory rating scale, (4) numericallrating scale, and (5) |
graphic rating scale., Nunnally°(1967) reports that rating .
scales appear to be easy to uonstruct and consequently that

R O

deceptive trait interferes with the validity of many rating

scales. He makes the judgment that if construction of + 4
rating scales is carried out with skill and, knowledge
‘then the instrumentsﬁcan be tools for research.

‘_f'S_‘; B ~j o Affective measures lend themselves more adequate
Ny .‘Q 1"', to the following types.L One, the categoryerating-scale
,iff ::gig... is: well represented by thzrpopular Thurstone (1929) -and;

f ‘;’..- Likert.(1932) scales of measurement which express approx-

»

imately three to five statementsrangingin various degrees g
i from favorabre to unfavorable, or from agreement to dis-

agreement.. Second, the numerical rating scale’ reafesented

A : . , , &

| by Guilford is [ -t o v o T

' "1.perhaps the easiest to construct and use*\_They . o
.also yield numbefs that can be directly used in“y |
. statistical analysis. In addition, because the: ' s

. numbers may represent equal intervals in the mind ¥
. of the observer, they may apj ach interval

“;ﬁmeas%rement.” (Guilford, 195 p. 264)

the graphic rating scale, a third aftective measurement

o

medfhm, suggestsna continuum with equal intervals wherein -
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;’_\ ey adjectivessdgscribe the point of reference.. It appears-

.

- g' i to be a: combination of the first two scales mentfoned. o
| Kerlinger (1973) states that in- spite of the possible

-v“

intrinsic and extrinsic weakness of constructing obser-fi":”"””“

y"#j@l?i vational s stems“Tor use,'that., : l,.j"' ?ffw- S .;]71\,."

e [

St - ‘7 Rating scales can and should’ be used 'in behavioral
R " ~reseéarch. Their unwarranted, expedient, and = e
L " unsophisticated use has been .rightly condemned.. R
' But this does-not mean general .cohdemnation. They ,; v
~ have 'virtues that make.them valuable tools of . IR ,
. scientific Egsearch they require less tig!pthan a,
‘ other metho they are generally interestin
and easy fot observers to’ use;- they have a wide,,?j
range of application; tHey can be used for a = . ..
large number.of characteristics. - It might" be - o o
~added- that they can. be used as adjuncts to" other - //- Uy
methods. (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 459) S

| | Self-Reggrt Instruments B 5,'-ghf3;q-mi' K AR

AN _ In a discussion of inventories, it is important

AN ' ,i‘to make .a“distinction between self-inventories and . - S

B rEE e other" types of . inventories. ' BY'a'self-inventory T’{”T ST AN
. is meant one in whidg the inpdividual deéscribes S

. his own tralts . , . THeére able numerous types of ..

. 1tems that -can be. emp oyed infself-inventories.
P /. Most typically,,the sub?'”»fﬁﬁ presented with a
. %= - . 'list,of statements and asKT@ to macgk yes - no,.

- true - false, or agree - disagree (Nunnally,
. 1967, .pp. 475-476) | R

LS. -oe

?:';:V T The major concerns about self-reports in the area. o
| . - ¢
of . affective measures are related to validity and o c
"f?reliability of the instruments. The general related < “,' i#"

'literature states that the self-reports ‘are reliable if e

_llection;are consistent with . yf“,

L'5fthe find%§gs through data-'
'irrepeateﬂﬁhdminfstrations and :fat they are valid if they .t;;

to measure. A third



B to make assessmentsrthat can be heavily relied upon, and

Ll‘therefore, it is\tgcessary to use the self—report in con—_.
'pf:junction with other’ data gathering media.@ ‘ B | '
%ﬁ;bs-‘.-if.'{‘_lzuﬁ Rogers (1951) suggests that the pupil s inter- o
;ff:r'_;n_{‘-"'pretation of himself is trustworthy information and
: o eAllport (1961) states thet ‘the individual should be.

"respected enougn to be believed concerning his self-report.

é'ei N wiley states.'._ _! < '.‘:'i". *_3
o " We would like to assume that a subject's '
s self-report%responses are determined. by his ) b
) - phengmenal field. However, we know.that it - v

: . would be nalve to take this for granted, since o
SRR SR it is obvious- that_such respanses may also be: ’
2 o o influenced by the: ' a) subject's intent to select
R B what he wishes.to reveal. to the examiner, b) sub- .
- ject's intent to say that he has attitudes or o
e . ..®* perceptions ‘which he doesn't have, c) subject's , o
S . ..+ response habits particularly those invplving '
‘C2> PR "introspection and ‘the use of language, and d)
- .m..~ . host of situational and methodolqglical factors -
.+ which may not only induce variations of a), b)
‘and- ¢) but may exert other more superficial
‘influences on the response obtained. (1961, Pe 24)

McElhinney (1974) ﬁudges that students have difficulty
T t,/’ - in responding to the cohtent of instruments when the students

are involved in an unfamiliar and difficurt SkLll of the
T
'response process to a new rating scale soliciting a

-xﬁfi“self-repart. Therefore, the technique-selected for.stU¢ent

-

response should~be given careful considerétion. [

. The Florida decational Research and Developmental

¢ _council supports the inherent weakness 1isted by Wiley. ,='¢

.. 4 ’ w
) Gordon, in 1968 suggests that self-report sllaes might w
o a { W,

k"}_ best be used for group comparisons rather than for criterion

*




-5;se1f-concept.; This seems to arise from the organizational

DS

Need for Parallel Measures‘."{fl

, ,'confusion in the literature as to the exact parameters of-

‘_feature of the self wherein there are priVate and public
'-components of the self..'It is poskible that there are |

‘ student self-reports and observers.: f_:l{”fﬁ

24

h‘referenced indicators for individual children..~Trendsi;*

7’

fwould then have a tendency to reflect realistic concepts

+

within the learning environment and _group interaction would}

;'tend to cancel out individualS' lack of self—reporting~«

-adeQUacies. o r] e jr.-, ) R . - f; '\f

Michael and Plass (1973) reported that there Was : a

self-report with reference to Self-concept., They report .

. a lack of congruence in the literature between self—report.

and selfhconcept measures.. Coopersmith (1967) indicated

' that there was a need for a combination of observer evalu-_

'-ations and self-reports when collecting informatioa~qn the.'

overlapping'components which can be demonstrated by cor- .

relating the observa\~on and,self-report mea}\aes_xo.‘l
determine the proportion in common., Campbel nd Fiske

(1959) demonstrated that multitrait-multimethod validation L=:';3g

".wbuld most ikely produce different construct factors for

"The statistical analyses of the ‘data - strongly .
indicated that the‘seM-concept is' a complex entity
made ug of . many constructs, ‘the: validity of which
is dep ndent ‘upon ‘the’ measurement procedure. o
(Michael ‘and. Plass, 1973 439) N

. od‘,._‘_ . :
N -\“,‘v
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f’;\'f S _ig}f In relation to the need fOf parallel instruments to
’ . gather information for the self cbncept, Raimy provides |

'ijlv,}:f three principles of the Self-Concept Theory which gupport

v
- the multi-method process of research.

- l.“ The Self-Concept is a learned perceptual
system which functions as, an object in the
‘ }perceptual field.* 7 .
2. The Self-Concept not onlyxinfluences behavior ///

~ but is itself altered and; restructured by
‘ behavior and unsatisfied needs.
3. It ay have little or no relation to external
; ity. (Raimy, 1971, pr 99) '

The literature referring to the organization of the

self‘provides support for the. need “to gather information

én the self thnough both self—re rts and observations,s
' Purkey proposes that, . - T
: . . Some, concepts are very, close to the essence. of
™ . . self and $o are locatgd closer to the center. ‘
N . oOther. concepts re les central and are located -
j;”'*xfg. o toward the outside of salf. Each' concept. in. the
LG e systém- has its own value.'. oo . (1968, p.ae)
R ; - One final dynamic quality 4f the self is that ST
- it determines -Behaviors, As the - self changes, )
behavior changes.- 'Individuals are nstantly
B trying to behave in ways which are ®bnsistent
RN/ with the ways they view themselves. . . . The L
o -+ world of the self may appear to the outsider L e ‘
.. - . . .to be subjective and hypothetical, but to the .
: o ‘experiencing individual, it has the feeling of
o absolute reality., (Purkey, 1968 p. 9)

.+ A schematic drawing of the self as is represented
: in Figure 1 diagramaticallf illustrates the various levels

Qfeff : of the self as referred to-'in thelrelated literature.:

. \ )




: enYiro%;ental': o
-influences:

"“», . Wylie makes an evaluative statement‘ ffreﬁent‘ N

research in the: area of self igncept: . _ _
SN : ¢
One notable improvement is:- that th‘re 1s more:
‘widespread verbal. recognition of the mneed for L
(a) using instruments with acceptable levels of - .. .,
liability and construct. validity,.(b),doing LT
"more’ construct-validation work; and/(¢} qualify~"
ilng one's conclusiors in the ligSt f'11mitations : ': g R
(1974, e 324) L

\\-‘" . e e .

C IR on the;‘measuring :l.nstrwents use

The following references to -51 rature are related

‘ Sy __f,ment. The analysis of data of both ,‘bservation seahedules
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1

reliability 1s a necessary,. if not sufficient
condi tion, for Validity. (Bncyclopedia of Bdu-
ational Research, 1974,‘p. 325)

Reliability e }
The stané!&ds for educational and psychological

._ 1i

‘tests as promulgated by APA state: "Reliability refers to
k the degree to which the. results of testing are attributable
"to sJ!tematic sources of yariance" (p. 48).

-Kerlinger aiproaches the definition of reliability

,¢
- by asking three questions' (1) "If we measure the same

v

}set gf objects again and again with the same or comparable

measuring instrument, will we get the same or similar.

results?" (2) "Are the measures obtained from a ‘measuring

instrument the 'true' measures of the property measured?"

;(3) .« o . how much error of measurement (is) there in a

*
\ .

measuring instrument?" Therefore, "Reliability is ‘the

'iaccu4acy or precision of a measuring instrument" (1973,‘

Pe 443).' "Synonyms for reliability are., dependability,l

‘rstability, consistency, predictability, accuracyi (1973

po4d2i.

. . . . R
. . St
gty

- Nunnally stated' ' I S
Random errors of measurement are never completely
eliminated, but to.portray nature in its ultimate -

.‘lawfulness, efforts are pgade %0 reduce such: errors:.

' "as much.as possible. . To the extent to which

.. measurement error is slight, a measure is said to

‘fw,_. be reliable. Reliability concerns the extent’ u:

‘which measurements are repeatable~-by: the same"
© .individual using different measures of. the same
~attribute or by different pergohs using the same.

’*fg,measure of an attribute. (1967, e 172)

33
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"coefficients" (p." 52).

the 1dea that researchers should rely on the split-half --%.
procedure to obtain a reliability coefficient due to a lack

l'technique for'the assessment of two or more groups (Young

and Veldman, 1972). :yi-'f*_ A ' .

LN | ) o
v L . 28
The estimates of. reliability most concérned with

in the obserwation schedule was that of interrater agree—

ment. ' As has been previously stateL the quality of the data

gathered through the instrument is dependent upon. the raters(
According to Standar s for " Bducation l nd Ps chological

Tests: . "Repo ts of reliability studies should ordinarily

W

- be expressed in . ‘e .. terms of variances of error components,

standard errors qf measurement or product-moment reliability

l

The estimate of reliability on self-reports is most

" often gained through the test-retest procedure. Wiley
reports,'"h testhretest coefficient involving the same test

. or approximutely timed testing with comparable forms, may

be necessary to. clarify interpretations of results inh

‘-certain studies“ (Niley, 1974, p. 118). - Wiley dispuyes - -

.

of item-equivalency error being demonstratable.‘ According '

to Young and Veldman further sources for attaining measures

. of reliability are through the USe of the t-test for

between group assessment and the analysis of variance

t

T

?

AN
i [

The aforementioned literature was considered in

determihfng the research design.‘ The techniques are demon—‘

"strated in Chapter v on Analyses of Data. "




| validity \that goes like thiss ‘A tést 13 valid 1f it measures.
what it purports‘toumeasure“ (Encyclopedia 6f Educational
"Bvaluation,il975, p..458). '

- or unsatisfactory. (p. 25)

;o 29

"Most measurement taxtbooka have a definition of test

rd

The §tandards (1974) state:

It is important to note that’ validity'is it '1f '
inferred, not measured. Validity coefficie

-may be presented in a manual, but validity for a

particular aspect of the test use is inferred from }

.this collection of coeffidcients. It isﬁ therefore,

something that is judged -as adequate, o marginal

The.primary stage of deVeloping neW"instruments ‘

required two validation techniques. -Content and Construct.

’ , ' o ‘
' Cronbach reports that: ' ' '

'Adequacy of content is attained by defining the

,univqpse appropriately and representing the uni- X
varse fairly in the test. The definition ought

to cover the (1) the kinds of tasks, stimuli, ér

situtations over which the universe ranges; (2) g o~

' the kinds of response the observer or scorer

- s».ought to count and (3) the injunction to the‘

- subject.- (1970, p.. 145) o
‘Kerlinger (1973) suggests that a panel o%‘judges familiar e _--'
_with and competent in’ the meaSUred topic should pool -
independent judgments about each item in the deveioped '
:instrument.» After ‘each item has been given consideration, :
.content validation can be reported by the chairman of the‘

panel in a written statement concerning the percentage

of agreement among panel members concerning each item.

' Content validity itself is considered nonstatistical

(Downie, 1970)., Although content validity is a necessary.



' struct validation shoulo include internal correlatiggs.

component of the total validity its contribution is to

-deéfine the domain within which the rater or responder will

oy ‘
perform (Standards, 1974). -
Validity established on instruhents purporting to

measure a construct must further establish construct

validity. | S S

‘A psychological construct is an idea developed

or 'constructed' as & work of informed, scientific

imagination; that is, a theoretical idea developed .
to explain and to organize some aspects of exist-

ing knowledge. (Standards, 1974, p. 29)

It is further reported that, ; -

Construct validation is an analysis of the meaning
of test scores in temms of ‘psychological concepts
" *constructs'. . . . The process of construct .
validation is the same as that by which scientific
theories are developed. 1cronbach 1970 ., Pe 142)

Cronbach (1970) suggests that the process of con-

- The process of factor analysis allows items to be corre- .

lated with each other and result in an original factor
matrix. After varimg& rotation to orthogonal or obligue
simple structure clusters of items are proddced which can
be probed- for underlying structures.,".? ._ L J‘h-?,
: According to Rummel (1970) the orthogonal simple“
rotation will ensure statistically independent factors_
which lend themselves to further analysis, 1. e.,’ using '

a multiple regression te nique with the factors serving

* as independent variable'. “He reports that the oblique "A

simple rotation would allow for correlation GNS;; factors:

30
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&

Cattel 11952) sugkests that within oblique
rs.are better defined and the additional .
>sth pattern and eructure matrig.g lend .
rther heuristic efforts. | : y
>srts: ' |

=ld of Information in proportion to
1d. time exp&hded on factor analysis . e
spt measures seems limited. Tt is : : / '
Ln past studies) factor analysis has ] . :
re to tést extant sel f-concept, tests

>l in the onstruction of new énes.

Ld "such di sappointments and make more

use of the factor~analytic technique, ' -
>le to use the technigue from the o
2;:he test constructioh process. . .

(1973) reoorts thahnfaCtor analysis is | .
vo purposes: (1) to eﬁamine clquers in .7

ntify underlying structures and {2] to . 5
bout the variables. The common: factor )
\d through factor analysis provides the
nformation that‘describes-tne}yarious
;ossibly make up the construct.‘ In relatipn'

'pose, primary stages of 1nstrument con-'

3 projecting content or face factors

ntheses.to-beetested (1n terms of whether

"% : : : . ' -

of items indeed belong together as pro- °.

Y

-

lgests that the interpretation of factor

criteria, approaches,'considerations and

-

tion-- It is the researcherfs prerogative§§

€ : - - . ' -

(\.

o
*
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td‘decide'whether the criearia-will‘be ror purposes of
communication or.further'inquiry. IHe'states that the
approaches to ‘the criteria and considerati%‘f can be

;descriptive, causal or symbolic. VThe considerations for
interpretation include: loadinq\, variance, meaningfulness,
lﬁ%rotatibn, bipolarity, direction of relationship, structure

and missing data. He further indicates that-the visual
interpretations that are helpful- could inctude tables,

'graphs,'plots and Venn diagrams{(Rummel,‘1970, Pe 473).

“>-

o ; Sununarx

elementary stud nts remains a. process wherein pupils 9perate

within group or ented learning environments. From th.

=

interactﬂbns wit significant others in the- operational

'",setting, individ'al elementary pupils formulate a picture

e - ,,.,f'- A .7

of himself in re atioﬂ.ko the feedback he’ recebves from

_v‘a‘-

gt ',,,,,(-c

*the group as a who'le concerning Va'luesf, be}.iefs and' atti-

tudeb. The self—concgpt of the individual is 4n a formativeﬁ

,stage during the elementary school years and as it .is .

learned througv group interaction within the 1earning

: environment, ituis assumed that teacher behaviors and
,learning climates, can be established to influence positive

'NEself-concepts of groups of students and of individugm
stithin those groups.

: i
-

.%5

‘ifi
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| Al though the relatad literature does not use the

term '"Group Salf-Concept"‘én relation to elementary
students, the litaratura aupporta the qoncapt by the
aaaumption? made about the organization of the structure

' of the. Self and by thei%romotion of teaching_ behaviors
and learning climates that influence groups,of students
in positive ways. The literature on'the assessment of
‘self—reporta on aelf—concept made by the elementary students
is presently}promoting the analysie of . the data in terms of
group assessment. "Group Self-Concept" is plauslibly and
rationally a concept of the present and of the future.

It was determined -through the review of related
literature that data gathered through the use'of systematic
observations_coulé be considered 'hard data.' bbservation
instruments, in fact, could.be valuable'research'tools. |

] - s

' . The major concerns involved in the construction of
‘instruments purporting to measurecse_gzsggsgg;,aee those .
of determining and assessing reliability and validity
-coefficients;' The literature suggested that the teqtd
retest procedure was an adequate process for determining
reliability-on self—report measures-and funther; .that"
raterhagreement as determined through the process of

ion was necessarg.’br observation instruments.

‘reyiewing the literature for. assessing validity

there was a range of Judgments concerning the essential

or necessary approaches to obtain the information on

. ' ,‘




-

affectl#e;moasﬁrements.*.ranal judgment was aupported‘in
(obtainihg content validity and factorial an&lys;s was ‘
supported for. the primary'atages of detefﬁining construct
validity. ’ : :
The need for parallel measures was révealed'iﬁ the
review of literature.  The,rationa1Q_stated by several
sources was tbﬂt self-concept is a complex. structure;
it 1is necessary to gein information concexning the organi-
zation of the structure through more than one assessment
medium. Observing behaviors indicative of the self that
is reported on by groups and individuals was judged to be

a necessity. o [
~ : 5
‘ - i

L2
\ .
. .
: v
g A
o

.'4t)j
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vc,was designed to record the exhibited group behaviors

| The "Observation of'Group Self;Conce—‘.Schedule"'

. -

| indicative éf the selfL oncept expressed by elementary _'fu"‘{'jﬁg;
'”lstudents iné radeg four,through @&x.p o R Lo ”
SR =2 ' . a Ty
e For purposes of this. research the' R
-School Self-Report" was developed‘to con' in items that 5:'f TN
. » . .
::would be helpful in (1) determining the accuracy of assess- .- '

reing the students' inferred self-concept and (2) communi— h

'E- . |

cating the observed and reported self-concepts to school

~_ A »,h;] L. ik
personnel. Therefore, all variables contained in both | '*u_"

Hinstruments are considered to be "public" components of

.the self—concept° publicb meaning those-from dhich the ' ;fr
"winner-selfdzan be inferred througﬁ*systematic observation ) E‘”_ ‘,5;
’*,of and collective reporting of exhibited behaviors pur~\3;s;° ;ﬁ
'inlported to be indicative of group self—conceﬂt ; Vh'f R ;
’ | | | —,— o plsei c A_j'«‘
Severaﬂ criteria were used when con51dering the

S N NN o ‘
vfcontent for construction of,the observation schedule and

" . the self-report: , (1) Items on thé observation schedule -




BT U e PR

3 were to contain descriptive rather than Judgmental
. \.‘.‘_,,.,/

adjectives as much as possible.. (2) The reading compre-'fﬁ g

”*“*ﬂ“’“;hepéioh and_co?ceptuaI‘levels of the"students were COnb ;7~"

_sidered when )lcting the self port.rtems.g‘(3) The
v );e

. ) “" R l‘ .

R ability of the students to respond to self-evaluation‘

items in regard to appropriate response terms was con- _‘
L _'J B . . . . e

sidered.

'ffi Concept Schedule" initially involved identi ing behaViors "

'>

ment.- thensive systematic observations of students as
\

they were 1nvolved in daily-learning activities sdggested

that PUPil behaviors could be classified under peer-'!-‘

> - e -

The construction of the "0bservation;25 GroUp Seif-v'
Y

: exhibited by students in an open—spaeed Iearning environ-ffi""

1nteractions, pupil-enVironment interactions, teacher-.&f{['htv

pupii‘interactions and behaviors characteristic of physical
‘fiself—presentabion. For purpqses df\organized observation,

: indicators (exhibited behaviors) were grouped w1thln the

s aforementioned categories.,"'

; amount of agreement between these observed indicators

. . oty
4

presumed to be associated w1th the construct of self-,

concept and indicators that other researchers had identi-.
Cftea. e f_;?,;'-,t:z.{,ifg“~ T
B | aThe’fationaie'forvdevelopingrindiCators prior(to‘
Lclose examination of specific items in other measurements'
\

of self-concept is as follows.' An assessmen¢ instrument,ﬁ‘

o~

x. . 'f' Relevant literature Was probed to determine the:‘ }\\) pv



,'5_* o

measure}; 'f’”-’.':tnstruments designed to describe ¢ 3

"'ff and private‘indicators and were designed tD be used With

is an operational definition ofgthe ?fﬁ%e/t it purports no

“”“blic"

ments which were accessible contained mixtures of public

T e

individuals rat er th groups of elementary students.~‘*

L
C I

The latter were not reviewed in order that an attempt at :

c-.f;perceiving and formulating an opf7ationa1 definition’of

If

N ff grohp selchoncept could occur without the interference

'”i'of a mind set of assessment of self-concept_as it r”lates

,“ _n_.

self—r”port.measurements were observedato cantain infiif:lj
' cators grouped under similar proJected factors. ; AL

The data collection fdiﬁ%t fog the obserVatiggkswu

- v

l T
schedule judged to be the most appropriate and intera j fi;ﬂ;

pretable was through the placement of each indicator on N

h "ontinuum with positive and negative

descriptors‘at either end. Each item was individually
constructed through observing elementary students and by
assigning adjectives of exhibited behaviors which were
perceived to be representative of a positive or negative

'w;khin a learning environment.//Behaviors“

%chmponﬁntstlf‘group seIf~concept were not available.. Instru-,ﬁf:;

. . IR
. . _*{f\’i Lo
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vi!did not function asrwell when they were merely antonyms as R

'iwhen,they were descriptiveﬂof realistic behaviors._?f7_}_n

B ®
<

le-re ort-

"e ch item of the ohservation schedule.' The terms "always,ﬁ)f
"4"sometimes" and "neVer" were selected'for student responses.- N

fThe range of response terms considered contained at least

-statement and a negative rpsponse combined produce.) o ,

, j;rumentswaS‘designed‘by“writing ~

'_a first person statement in behavioral terms relating to

A;_

'“g_one negative term. As a result, the items-were stated in

'fa positive manner. Based on the experience of the g:i.i i' o

're-seaJ:'cher,L students in grades four through six have dlffi- .

‘, +

ulcuIty with interpreting douhle negatives (which a negative

The item refinement process included several

¢

'a.stages of constructive criticism by evaluators,'counseling

=<the observation form—wherein deletions or additions‘%ould

”‘deﬁthologists and educators»/as well as repeated use of Mf°' R

W

"occur. Both instruments then contained thirty-one indi- ' " ”;

;cators grouped under fbur proJected face factors. The

face factors weré organized by selecting 1nd1cators that

gcontained content similarities whi h could be placed
”under a des/riptive label. ' -

/Scoring was accomplished by a551gn1ng points of'

,éf
one/through five in.ascending order on the five-po;nt T,

/

continuum of the group observation schedule. “The seif— 3

P_repor_t was assigned five points to the "always" respon‘

I8
-

ro



**“*training through using“the ob rvation schedule’ wrth*‘”*“

4
.. T

the “never" response.,;.i;;‘;,:_ ,§; ERR ,g

Trainin' of Observers and
" Adm nistrators i

. on
l

"toral students in-an upper—division program-

'class were presented with the developed obser—l

vation scjedule and self-report with an oral description' |

[ 28
A thorough explanatidn of each indicator on the observation

g’vwhich focused on an entire classroom of students (Eye of

the Storm, ABC Media Concepts, 1970 )

‘Five doctoral students and one faculty member were -,
(&

asked to collect data USing the "Observation of Group

‘Self-Concept Schedule.ﬂ- Those observerS\received in-fieid.'. :

.

Coat several classrooms. The observers were asked to work in a

.

pairs and systematically observe each classroom simul-'

RN

- taneously for twenty minutes. At the end of each training

- session, pairs of raters were asked to compare and'discuss

their Judgments.' A group session followed each of the two"-'

4 .
L ¢ %
A

training periods for further descriptions and clarifi-

. / - . vt o 4
Col : Lt R

of the formation and proposed purpose of the instruments.‘f |

¢ [ S ¢ R - T P N St IS A . s s - Do . . 39
Lo 5 . P P RO T - P : . AR : - . B .
1. C T - R - . s : . . R - R - -
. X . . R . N . e . ke '. S

: 'évschedule was presented with the simultaneous use of a film -f_.

USROS

1‘f§ three points to the "sometimes" rekponse and one P°int t° A

gﬁhtions. At the end of two in—field training sessions . .

it was judged ‘that the raters understood the format, the

purpose)and indicators well enough to begin colIecting,

“ data« ';-34“ *



"__two doctoral students and a university faculty menber who

Lo e e e © 40

\
.

The administrators éf the Self-report consisted of

}fwere considered to be non significant individuals to

“the students fﬁfgrades fdtr, five and six.- Each of the

{\

Q-instrument administrators had previous experience with .g‘ : o

| ‘that there were no righ

. .each question only after hearing the administrator read

- it orally.

'being asked to- mark theLinstruments and to" further explain

; consisted of how to mar# an example statement and to mark

’elementary students in a low-socioeconomic neighborhood i

1
o~

elementary students.' Instrument administraxors wete ;‘

.u

| directed to give studen#s anaexplanation of why they were A

coa

¢

or wrong answers. Directions

. - . \
B ,.,.‘ . L . ) .o . .

T“e sample of this study included :Lntermediate

e e AR ek ———

school in a city of 80 OOO in Indiana.‘ The maJority of .

he students were first generation Hoosiers whose parentS.»

’ 'were native Aabalachian. l

E 5Fttempted personalization ‘as well as i_dividualization.

fstrongly influenced by the Westin hou

5%Bach grade 1evel was taught by - three teachers and two

'to_individual teachers wi thin grade levels became less

The daily sdhool experiences of the students were
use‘PLAN, and

”_aides,lsupplemented by;sQecialyteachers.' The school

-

-faciiities'were openespaCed"and that pupils wefevéséignéd'

\,noticeable-as the_school year progressedf"



..observers ra?ed ‘a groui

'=_f:0bserVation SChedulef“\\& “'uw' _5>~g_ - N ’i
.---—-—————-———1r-——' _
L Pive pairs of tra ned observers rated each of three

_pupil groups”in each grade 1eve1. ,Independent pairs of

ki

’“‘Data were coilected thr 'gh the,use of the thirty-one

”nin termsfof a group being identified with ohe teécher,-

'item observ tion schedule on- seven groups of’pupils.

ne

'AAlthough/bixth grade étudents respondbd to*selfareports">'

.'i%fﬁ;;

ﬂobservations made on the sixth grade were combined,due-

N

“;'tﬁ interaction amdng a11 three groUps within an open

'area at the time of the study. tj".d. T 'xﬂ

By
T -

: fj; The organization of dataﬁcollection and tahuiation‘
/ "if

M

. was a major component of the instrument development ,§..‘;

r‘imultaneouély fdr‘twenty minutes.“‘

.'Three grogps each © f&ﬁrth and, fifth graders were observed._'.

@ -

T process. Appendix F indicates the form found to be the

.

most helpful for organizing and summarizing data

‘l’gathered by observers.,

‘ .; B L -“. - . . . S ] -

SelfnReggrt Instrument
B The thirtybone item self-report instrument ‘was

.'administered to nine groups of students 'in the fourth,:.h
-fifth and sixth grades with the. number of pupils 'in ‘each .

Lgroup ranging from twenty-one to twenty—nine. Individual

SRR ' e

students recorded their responses on the self-report forms

" after each item %as read orally by an administrator of

ithe instrument o




_mean scores and_stanaard deviations on‘face fac;ors for

- Pupil group responses\were initially summarized by
fnequencies and percentages; IndividUal pupil groups,'
total grade levels and total intermediate pupil groupsiﬁl

: $
were organized item by item. The mean item score was -

a

obtained for each of the aforementioned groups.- Appendix

G indj,cates the form found to be the most helpful for e

- organizing and summarizing the pupil response data. ”,.

o

The following procedures for estimating the reli- , : v

' ability of the instruments were reported ‘in order that the

4 .
K]

procefs of analyzing the data could illustrate the necessary . /
steps for replication,‘ The components of reliability that ,j A

‘were’ relevant to the construction of the observation schedule /.

o/
;

and the selfwreport instrument were interrater reliability, '

individual study , groups, as wel} as the standard error

' of the mean between groups within each projected fage @

factor. Other components of reliability assessed were the
value of E in relation to an analysis of variance of
group change and the stability coefficient for a test-

» ) ) ) ~ /’; o
retest procedure. - g . j /

=

Interrater Agreement AR ‘o )

CoL Interrater aéreement was‘established by‘correléting '

- 1Y N

- raw scores of each pair of raters on each study group

observed.

. : \ R ) . _ . .
. e » )
‘ . ) . [y .
» : .
. . B
: . A . L



Testéﬁetest.?roceduresr- o | | -
. A subset of the sample was selected atrrandomlfor‘
testiretest procedures in order to measure :the reliability

' ,-\\\of the self-report instrument. LRandom selection of the-

—pupilseoccurred by'arbitrarily selecting one ‘of the grade
y levels to be retested after a three week interim occurred
i ‘since the testing of the total sample.

‘: ‘ Forty-six students were’ selected,at random by
drawing their code numbers from the fifth grade pool of
&

numbers. The rationale for the retest‘occurring after

_ the. primary collegtion of the data s JRed on ‘the reality

-of using an Qperational-school enviro‘; ‘t for-thecsource )

of the study. gtudents were available.for research on f[
two and only two occasions.. ‘Not all students could be
available for a test-retest process. No other schools
“were‘available o the researcher wherein students ‘were
exposed to the Westinghouse'PLAN open education and
rﬁteam teaching, as well as maintaihing the same percentage };
'of ethnic groups.' The researcher was foremost interested

L

" in the data collected on the primary/occasion and did not

‘-‘..»‘

want precuing to occur. Therefore, the test-retest

t procedure took . place as presented.

The pupils in the 1973-74 fourth .and fifth -grad'e
'fclasses maintained the same teaching teams and area of the
'gbuilding, as well as retained eighty per cent of the’
student,group_membership during the following_l974-75_

49



school year. This allowed an attempt to measure cﬂ,nge in«

student self;reports over a "ten manth period wherein

'environmental variables were held constant as much as

*«possible in education's operational environment.;r Y

- In February of 1975 the total sample of the interl -

mediate grades were given ‘a revi ed form of the “How I Am

At 5chool Self-Report." The revision included editorial

achanges onlye. The scores of the first twenty-three students ~

-on each of the fourth and fifth grade 1974-75 roles who

- were present for the 1974 arid 1975 test administrations

. were statistically treated through the analysis of

A,

' variance technique to pqimarily determine change in

'student self-reports and secondarily to determine stability

.
in the self-report instrumentr

éil 4 ’ ]

& ,‘ ‘:# . ’E
. C Validity Measures_

o - ~ . S

Content Validity o LT : Y

A panel of three Education.ngggblogy Faculty were

. asked to make Judgments cpncenning/the content validity

of both" the oEserVQtion schedule aﬂd,the self—report..
The definition of content Validity and the process of

l

content .validation according to Kerlinger (1973) were used.

"% v

Construct Valldl

The data £ om the Self-report instrument for’ the,f'

total sample was factor analyzed to-uncover underlying

. dimensions. The factor matrix was rotated to oblique

-

n. 3 I - . "

4



| 45
) and orthogonal simple structures for interpretive purposes.
li‘he oblique simple structure was used in order that |
'udetermined underlying factors could be correlated with one ;;
another. A second purpose for. using the oblique simple ' '
structure was to obtain c\usters of variables that were
'distinctly defined wherein indicators with the highest
I“/ factor loadings could be recognized as central members of'
, ,*he clusters. The orthogonal simple structure was used '
'_‘in order’ that statistically independent factors could be {'( ;
obtained for futt earch purposes that’ would,include |
a multiple regression technique. F 'w aleis-is recog;
nized asja:statistical procedureofor;obtaining construct‘
ivalidity. Appendix H containsﬁthe means and standard - |
deviations obtained' for éach iﬁjicator in the;éelf-rgport;

prior to factor analysis.

Vg

# RS e

Criterion-Referenced Validity

Criterion-referenced or predictive validity was not
relevant for thi's stabﬁ of‘development of the instruments
as the purpose was to. de velop tﬁe instruments and not to
attempt: to forecast other behaviors, such as‘"reading
-readiness." Instrumenits require estimates of reliability :

and validity before they are meaningfully correlated With

other measures. The aforementioned multiple regreSSion '

technique using the data gathered through the or:tho‘gonal’-~
) rotation wtll provide the opportunity for estimates of

criterion-referenced Validity to be obtaingd.

e
.

!
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ek

-

7, self—report.

* concerning data type,,%ubjects, instruments, dates of
administration and the disposition of ‘the data.

- .

N i Statistic§l Desigg " _
whe statistical design included the general

’ I A R . . . . ! . . )
. . e N .t . . P
et ] . ) DA

‘ijollection pn;cess on the observation schedule and th%

It further included analyses' attempting to

obtain estimates of reliability and’ validity. ‘_, _

_ ' 'I‘he statistical design was qritten in tabular form _ |

L to insure clarity. : '.l'ables 1 through 9 contain information | :
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_ " GENERAL bATA c0LL§tT10N PROCE&S.
- - ON THE OBSERVRTION SCHEDQLE
/ v ) -
. - : t o . )
— ',~¢' J#f = ‘ 5," — ——

I 3 J

1'Data Typé:'

tIndividual observers_qecorded data,tn terms

-“of a check‘mark within an appropriate point

?;on the continuum. Each check was redefined

. ‘as aJtally mark and as ‘a sqore for further ff

_ analysis. T . :-]f", DR -/_

'__Subjects:' ¢

All sections of a11 fourth and fifth grade
'levels in one building were observed in
{individual sections identified with one

teacher.; The total srxth grade waS"

' observed asfone group;identifiediwith

three teachers;

. .
L - . e

 Instrument:

e A
. P 3

N

. f

-

>

'"Observation of Group Self;Concept Schedule
" £6r Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Grade Pupils"‘

- Eckard - 1974.

‘Dates Admin--

November _§, 6, 7, 1974.

istered: -
'.Disposition' . Raw scores of individual raters ‘and pairs
of Data: ‘ R | - -~
of raters.as well as range of scores for
“each’ five peirs.of raters”obser#ing
individual groups.
e :
l\ - i
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e 'I'ABLE 2 L e
' GBNBRAL DATA COLLECTION PROCESS = " =,
’ ON THE SBLF—REPQRT sl
) S T L
'aDatazTYpe:' L.Indi?id&al students. marked<one of.thiee Q_"':‘
"~ ' responses by indicgting thein~choice With
. 7 . a check mark. Each ﬂheck was redefined'
_as a tally mark and as a score gﬁt furiher :
K analysis.- All iqpividual sqores were com-'
| g .
bined into respective group scores for all N
P , L .
L ,analyses, _ P : Lo
: o A A o .
. - Subjects: All individuals in .all sections of fourth fgﬁ
v B fifth and sixth grades were administered "
_?' the self-report. . a ;
. lInstrumenE:; "How I Am At School Self-Report“ - Bckard,
: }HL 1974 | . - “’ >V | ‘ ‘ . -v- ) |
" . Dates Admin- ‘November 6, 1974. - L e?-“: ;
_ i1stered: N e _ PR i&r e
. Disposition Group mean scores, standard deviations L
~of Data: A,
o S and’ standard error of the mean for %ﬂ*ﬁi
[} ‘ .>4')‘._‘.
groups. \ T e N A “
N ‘ - . . - e ) CoNy S
e 1 " ¢ "



e TABLE N o o

: RELIABIL TY. MEASURES GAINED THROUGH OBTAINING MEAN
AP FACB,_ FACTOR scoass AND STANDARD ERRORS OF
: - THE MEAN FOR GRO WITHIN BACH FACTOR - =,
ON THE OBS ATION SCHEDULE SRR

e - X1

Lo

2 :
T —
P"

. Data Type: . Compoéite of raw scores on each face factor

'obtainediby ten raters observing individual

. . -study groups. _"

24 ¥’ S . C
. . . .. . .
- ! s : bl . i : : i : b
‘l . . "

‘Subjects: . All’ fourth, fffth and sixth grade study

. |

groups. . .

"Observation of Group SeTT-Concept Sched-
ﬂle for Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Grade

‘ Pupils“'_ Eckard5 %§]4.; Wy e e

Dates Admim@®

n#®  November 4, 5;°6, 1974. . . LY
istered: o o ’ : oL

&

- Di:sposition . ‘Mean scores for each face factor for

of Data:-
R - 1 ~individua1 study groups in grades four and

Ky
five and,for;ﬁhe total sixth-grade group. -«
L e 7Staﬁdardferrors_ofgthe mean for groups |,

5&' N gt " ...".- . . ) . . h
~\within_each_.',f_actor.' B
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N ) ’TI . Lo . a .
L TIABIbIEY hEASURBs GAINED THROUGH IEST-RETBST | -

C L g CEDURES. OBTAINING A’ ‘MEAN, STANDARD.:.DEVIATION .
. . . :AND ﬁBLIAB:LITY COBFPICIENT‘FOB A FIFTH GRADE o
PR : SUBSET snL%Emsn AT RANDGM o Sy

g v o ‘~ e ;— — », PR

R bata"i'yp;eg :

J v 3 .my. RETE

: - - ~— \
Individual raw scores and composite group T

scores. . . ," I .

.Subfectsr_f

e

1

Fortya ix fifth grade students selected
. L '}f '
at random. S %ﬂ- R
: 4/-—-' ',"“ R . T

_Instrumentzo

-~ o~

"f"Hdw I Am At School Self-Report":-rEckard

- !‘<

L ."'.’

1974. .F"'.,-:-ﬁ,f‘h ; -
, . - . ;'.':‘_.7 -

~ .- .

.

;4:' ,Dates Admin- ket Novembér 5, 1974 kst adminisﬁ;j@ion. s _
- i"* vaember 27 1974,_2hd administrat}on,{ i/f1f- =

'.;;istered.

S,
. “_

& PSS

S Disposition
.0 of Datat’. "

!’: P L. K e S
1 . S L. R ]

~ of correlatioh

Composite raw scores of the first and L :i}
seco/gradminrstrations were correlated toa"
,, [N

de€§R§\Epe reltability of the self—ci

report instru enﬁs. The Pearson raw score -
T

formula was. usag ;b obtain the coefficient IR
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¥

. Data 3%533)*5:?

Indiqators of publ components of self- B

| el '> concept placed.on. five—point continuum
7$§if 3;”i S Yith positive and. negi',ve descriptqrs
o t either end.,, K P |
. T v S R
) 'v-\'l - o Q» N L R .
"Subjectsi : All sections of fourth and fifth/@rsdes as
| - : Well as the total sixth grade population.'.
U ,\\ . L S ] ‘ﬂi‘ ‘ 4 .
""" Instrument:' ?"Observation of Group Self—Concept Sched-_ o
| ule" - ,Bckard, 1974'54 R WfQ "i .

«." | Dates Reviewed: "

iébfuafy;-1975i”“ T

Disposition |
of:Data;-

A panel of three Education psychology PRI

faculty were asked to make a formal L.

- judgment ncerning the content validity .
’ . of{the observation schedule. The" n, )
éi, ' ’ definition of "content validity" and t;e'
;??.u . | process of "content validation" according ,
w:. . 7?t3\Kerlinger were used.
. f? e Content validity was also gai‘gd by
g - reviewing the- relatedSIiterature aﬁé Vo
':_ : o . finding supportive statements or instru*}_ ’
" N mentiindicators,. E‘g;},;=f“d rﬂgh“ﬁgfae‘
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 CONTENT, VALIDITY AS DETERN

TAB ;
nﬁﬁdm$$ T

ED BY. PANEL

AGREEMENT ON THE 3EL¥LREPORT

[‘_\' s

.L"
- TN . "+ N

Data’ Type:

LY

. actibn wi th teachers. 4

First person statements indicative of
public components of self-concept regarding

the'Student's position on his individual

judgment ut his owp physical self-
presentation, interaction with the :
enyironment, peer‘interactﬁon ‘and inter-

N

-

k]

:Suhjects:_

'..5__( .

All fourth and fifth and sixth grade pupils -

‘.as well as suhsets of the total population.

-« lnstrumenE;

»

"How I Am At School Sel&-Report" - ECKard

1974. co L u -

‘Dates _ ~ T oL T

~  Reviewed: Februaty,. 1975. o . P T
. . * . ol -— . . SR o . 3

‘Dispositfon‘NP A panel of three Educational Psychology -‘kfﬁ"

of Da

'validity" and- the process of "conten‘

faculﬁy were asked to make a fbrmal judg- T

ment concerning the content validity of
w
The- definition O: "Content"~

P

the self-report..

13

validation;(eccording to Kerlinger were used.
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- 'v C _‘ " ' . . . TABLB 7 L ¢ o |
cousrnucm VALIDITY AS DETFRMINED THROUGH . -
: RACTOR ANALYSIS ON THE SELF—REPORT -

‘ .
. } ) T . A

.‘ T e,

: ;D-'ata‘ Type: e "Individual. ‘ra‘w_'sco_resi:

- - . . . .v : ‘ i .
Subjects: . - Two-hundred a'pd twen.ty-r"xii"i'e:inter-llé

) S mediftg- pu'pvils;.
“ '. . ;?’\ oo Lot

A . Y v
[

Instrument:  "How L Am At School Self-Report" -

N .

. _Eckard, 1974.’ R e

) . o T ,
‘Dates \ . e ‘ e )
'Analyzxcl: ) January,‘_ 197‘5.  e
Disposition A factor analys:l.a was employed**‘by rotating
_of Data: -,

LT the original factor matrix to oblifqué

: ) L ‘- o L ;‘, . . : '. ‘e l ,sr"\-;/"' .
' - - . - oo P
. . - .2 ) @ .t ER

sipiple structure. Maximum ite:ation'fof'

4 ©" .~ communalities equal to 1., The correlation

coefficient was held to .95, oislique':" -

N N L . ' rotation for si‘lem loawperformed

oML R with gamma equal to O. O. T

¥
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: o L ,
RELIABILITY MBAgya GAINED' THROUGH OBTAINING MEAN _
FACE FACTOR® RES AND STANDARD ERRORS OF 3 A,
THE MEAN FOR GROUPS WITHIN EACH FACTOR . , |
_“ ON THE SELF~REPORT INSTRUMENT =

L ) Lo . .

" Data Typa: Composite ‘of raw ‘scores - for individual '@&5 -
study groups on each ‘face factor. ' B

4

. Subjects: | All fourth, fiftﬁifod sixth grade stﬁdy

groups. . . \ “ _

. n— - -
STy T e ‘ - . : T - 2
Instrument: )ﬁow;I'Am At School Self-Report" - Eckard, '

¢

o 4 .

1974.

-

Dates Admin- .. __ T
istered‘: . | . ‘N'ovemb.er é, 1974.. » ] . » - | '. . N : | - |

) P . .
'.‘\ . Disposition Mean score for each fasé-factor for L e
N of Data: . o ‘
S i" oy individuél study groups in grad%s ﬁour, o

N T 1.

) | - five, and six.r. ﬂdard‘errors of the
e ; -l""/’." ' "!‘. . o ' ’ . A
R T mean for. groups within each factor.
: L v X —s . . ' . 7 ‘; ~ !
~ ’ @ ! v -y ’ { i N
' -
,‘1
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i nsn:aaxL:r§ MEASURES $HROUGH ASSESSMENT OF
; CHANGE THROUGH ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Data Type:

Individual raw scores and camposite group

-~

Subjeétsc'

Forty-seven six%h_graders selected at
random from students who were available

for both the 1974 and .1975. measurements.

- Instrument:

.

"How I Am At SChool Self-Repért" -

,a‘_Eckar¢, 1974 First administration. B
n . “‘Revised fbrm, second.administration. :
" Dates Aﬁmx94 Novamber 6, 1974 lst a&m%nigtration.'
istered: **7 o .
SR ‘ ﬂFebruary 13, 1975 an adminIstration..;
.Disposiﬁisn" Béﬁﬂeen grcup variance, within-gnodpv4
of Data: :
. . . '\ariance, sums of quared errorr mean
1 | squ error and obtained F for analysis.
- ofﬂ_ iaqga.procedure.,_' e ﬁ
U L e e -
_ e .
. . o \ - o . .
. N N o ¥ -
. . ? Ve > ?
- e
- 7" - L o -J.
N .




a

" .

)

In summary, theldevelqﬁment of the instruments taook

place as followsz

"ments. . ,

_to instrument design and to analytical procedures for'.

. comfortable withtfhe-instruments and the process of data__

i

The instruments were designed to assess group

3

behaviors that were indicative of self-concept exhibited by

intermq‘tate elementary students.
‘The construction of the observation instrument was

based on criteria that promoted descriptive rather than

judgm&ntql items. The formation of the self-report instru~ :

ment considered criteria of student comprehension and con-

_ceptual levels, as well as ability to respond,toﬁinstru-‘

-

v The process of developing both the observation -
schedule and the self-report includep close examination of

students 4in an open-spaced learning environment and the -

£

review of relevant literature pertaining to’ self—concept,

- *

LI

reliability and validity estimates. The process further

'e entailed in-field use of the instrUments for” in-depth

clarification and refinement.' Evaluators, counseling-

psychologists and educators offereﬂ constructive criticism -

- -

- of the instrument in the primary stages.

»

Nm _ Observers and administrators of the instruments

were trained until the researcher and the participants were

collection. :

. ;o
A
&
-
-
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2
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The sample included the total fourth, ﬂf[th and
_sixth gradc students that edcperienced the ;estinghouse
‘PLAN,open education and, team teaching._ ‘
. The’ data collection process included five pairs of:
trained obserVers rating each, ofnthejpupil groups in
| each ‘grade level, wherein pairs of observers rgted a’
‘group simultaneously for twenty minutes. Seven groups- .
of intermediate grade students were dbserved. The thirty-
Vdone item self-report was adminrstered to two hundred and
vtwenty-nine pupils organized in respective sections of
: fourth fifth and sixth grade Ievels. | |
| Procedures to determine reliability of both instru-n[
ments included° obtaining interrater ag;eement through
-correlation of raw SCOres.for each pair of raters on each
a'f study group observed. ,ﬁ‘subset of the population was % .
.'“selected at random fo; test—retest using the self-report
lin order to obtain .a reliability of stability coefficient.
AThe scores of students in the fifth and sixth grades who
were available for the 1974 and 1975 ;dministrations of
the self-report instrument were statistically treated to
determine change and to determine stability of the self-
,teport instrument over a ten month period. ’ C
Validity measures included a panel of judges
" verifying that the items ‘on both instruments wereqpepre-
‘ sentative of indicators of self-concept within a learning °

environment. The'selfareport'data were factor analyzed

) ) .
’ -
-y . .




N s

to determine underlying dimensions. It was determinéd‘
that an insufficient amount of data &n the observation
schedule prevented fsctor snalysis of’ the observation
schedule at this stage of data collection.

A statistioel design was presented;in‘the form_of.
taples which included 1nformation concerning the data
'type, subjects‘ instruments, dates of administration or
review anoqtne disposition of data in reference to general
data collection, data collection for the purposes of gain-

ing reliability estimates ,and for the procedure’ of =

obtaininq validity m\gﬁﬁres. ’ “‘ R -L‘__'-
) Chapter IV also includes the anélysis of the pro=-

I P

_cedures and data reported in this chapter.

‘.‘ R o ;%

ey

"
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: was applied in order to

o | CHAPTER 1V

-

'AN&LYSIS~AND'INTERPRETATION OF DATA s

” The\pursgse of this study was to construct and
gather data on’an "Observation of Group Self-Concept
' Schedule" and a parallel selfgreport entitled "How I Am. -
At School Self-Report.“ eThis was an attempt at producing'

h -
valid and reliable scales of measurement in the area of

self—concept of intermediate elementary pupils. Therefore,'

., the research design included procedural, organization that

specified collection and treatment of data in such a ‘manner
that thé*data would produce measures of reliability and

Validity. _

, Reliability measures included obtaining interrater

reliability for the observation schedule and a stability

.coefficient of reliability through a test-retest procedure

cn the. self-report. Th% anglysis of variance technique ‘
dezazmine stability in student's

self—reports over a ten month period.

Validity measures were centered around content and

construct validity as thqge indices were judged to be the

'components of validity appropriate for the preliminary

stage of instrument construction.

oA L

>
:
. : <.
N v
_ | - i&
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Both reliability and validity are: inferred from the
coefficients obtained. There was a consistant lack of
. agreement.within the related 1iterature as to defined |
.}v edequete or inedequaﬁe results for meesurements in the
, area of eelf—concept. L
Criteripn-related validity was not.c;nsidered,
'e; an eeeumption of criterion-referenc;) velidetion is v
; .that the instruments in{E;yed alreddy must contain reported '
o . reliebiiitg and validity estimates.v .
" R Reliabilit Mea;z{s'

Py -

; o 7 Lo
- .. yObservatio hedule- . - L | g
’ '1 . An_ ysis of the general collection of data

revealed mean face fectar scores and standerd deviations
' LY

for each of the gggpps observed._ The face factors on

both instrumepts were identd fied by projecting that
. indicators with content similarities could be grouped
*  under a desEriptive label. . .
' The variance of the observation schedule as
. indicated by the standard deviation of each of the
individnal group's‘factor scores was minimaI; The obtained
“f standerd error of the mean revealed 1ittle variation .
- between indifidual oroups of students on factor scores.
Table 10 summarizes tﬁ:-analysis of data cellected
through the use of the thirty-one item observation schepule
on - the following groups. + The possible mirmimum and maximum

s Fis b )
» scores are’reported with the projected face factors.-' l?
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. S . TABLS 10 ’

J TOTAL SUMS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PROJECTED FACE
R . PACTORS AND MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM SCORES REPORTED ' °
- ‘ FOR "EACH EACTOR ON THE OBSERVATION SCHEDULE |

J! : - i l 14
Physical SQIf-Presentation,A h Environmental. Intlraction
T (9-45) - | —(7235)
‘Group Sum. M . SD ~__sum M ____SD
4-1 335 33.50 34.89 272 27.20 . - 28.29
+ 4=2 . 297  29.70 .30.98 274 27.40  28.61
4-3  358.. 35.80 37.29 277 27470 28.71
. 5-1 275 27.50 28.74 202 20,30, . 21.29
., 5-2 - 308 30,80 32.13.° .. 265 26.50  27.64
©7i53 324, 32.40. 33.73. 272 27.20 28.37
. 6  -304° 30.40 31.80 .. 273 27.30 28.58
%‘ -~ fs . . N - N X
‘Peer Interaction Pupil-Teacher Interaction
_(8-30) - | . (7-35)
roup Sum M [ sD o sum ' 4 SD _
4-1 310 . 31.00 32.19 . 256 25.60 26.68
a-2 239  23.90 24.73 /| 234 23.40  24.66
4-3 308  30.80 32,04 . 254 ' 25.40  '.26.39
5-1 230 23.00 24.11 230 23.00 34,09
7 5-2 ° 297 29.70 *30.84 283 28.30 = 29.37
w . . N : . | & v
5-3 {321 32.10 33.39 o 260 26.00 26.93
6 ' 290 29.00 30.44 . 268. ' 26.80 <; 28.24
\ . \ fvt\‘
\ ~ ~
\ |
] . . - vt .
. .~ ( 7 . i R T
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Interrater reliaﬁility-was a major concern in Q’

"‘.=constructing an observation schedule. Five pairs of reters

"observed eech study group ‘and. recorded their observations

1]

- over a twentyﬁminute period._ The raw scofes fqQr each of

»

the pairs of observere in each observational circumstance

\ »

were correlated ueing the Pearson product-moment formula.

A coefficient of: correlation was determined for each pairv

of raters. C AR ! ' -

o . e m ‘&l'.
S - "7 Table 11 indicates the correlation coefficients’ qgg

peirs of raxers getﬂpn&ng data on individual study groﬁ?ﬁw,

e
. y ;
»

through sYstematic observetion.g» . _ -
- * . .~ . a P . .
- REE ' TABLE 11

: . CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS POR PAIRS OF RATB '
GATHERING DATA ON INDIVIDUAL STUDY GROUPS "

THROUGH SYSTEMATIC OBSERVATION = *
s ﬁ‘fi‘.lf

Group B 'Peiﬁ,a Pair B ° 'Pair‘E Pair p“"‘ ‘Pair B -

‘ 21 e .46 . .58 .26 . .81,

4-2 .89 S1 - .66 53w Tl

4-3 .58 .75 50 .53 594

- 5-1J .90 ap .+88 .89 = .83~
T s-2 . .53 . .80 .29 - % © .30-
5-3 ;88 1 .37, X '.gs y 2 ;%B§f,

(6-1/3 . .1® 0 .62 . .54 .71, .19

*Observations. were made on th& combined sixth grade
group due to interaction of the gnouﬁs within an open spaced
‘ v .“ .

lv’a_ . k



o aSelf-Regort Instrumen »
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S
gt

L B .. - "u“ "‘G"
'“fo\ ab¢orr ”[jion coefficient of 80 6r greater; Seventy-fbu

h':coefficievt of 50 or%greater.,

)
-

per ceh

"""""

' tﬂof the paf;s of raters obtained a correlation
The correlatlon coefficients

,'\-
- K . . -
. i AT K : t »
. . N . . - .
. v a, !':“" ™ : ) . S
. . ’ RN . e e

were based on absolute agreement‘
e . , . ,
y - . - . . B e . ©a | . rd . ' o

- "v, .

vThe mean and standard: deviation'were computed for. N
. l"'\'

‘each section within each grade level in relation to the h
tself~reports administéred to groups of pupils. Table 12
» ejpresents a summary of the mean score and standard deviatlon_

* of the self-reports administered to,allwgroups of pupils :

u?and the related standard error of the mean. "

= @ABLE‘LZ D - S

AND STANDARD D IATION OF THE SELF—REPORTS . ,
STERED TO ALL GROURS OF PUPILS AND’ THE. . . v

o . .

RELATED STANDARD ERROR OF THE MEAN ' . “

MEAN SCOR
~ . ADMI

.Group  * '» “L..N S Mo

L 4-1
'd4;2;{f

._5-4-3~
541

. 12.63
"'9 26;§
16279
L1l.43-o e
,;-'13 24.' . | ;;:‘.-

S o 108 63,

‘oo 23 @ 7 110.20 Q.t

s
109.675;f5;

s2 1 e . ase o &
5-3 | ’ fh'fzh' ,“j— 117, 47' ', 10.78 y -);2<;ix-
R \ SR . ' - vy . -~
'6-1 - 24" 120, o 11.4 - RO
62 - 123, 112 82" ;0 32 '/;V’,‘ L

_ o 7 114.91 . 12 Q5/ e . a
— - . ' . . ) h . R . -/ .A"‘ ‘ ‘ . ‘-'

\
»
a

© T ags \m 0.7 e




-

lwere combined due to the interaction among all three .
:f'within an open learning area. L '-_’ :uig ?' : ';fgff
;4.\“‘. dbservers' mean factor scores were within one point

S self-reports, ajrwas the standard error of the mean j},jd

o

r»reports in terms

'51xty-five per cent of the Eime. Observe,s' mean factor _
v' ‘.‘y

AR Although sixt; grade students responded to selﬁw o
a group being identified.with one «Y;J

h)

‘L»i teacher, observations were made on the sixth grade and e

/""

| and loWer by three to ten points twenty—two pﬁr cent of

: self~reports o

the time._ _ ““~ ‘: ) f“_f | j -l,;_ L - :." S -x'f"

‘

- The mean’ scores~and standard deviations of . the d:

proJected face factors were %B;ained for each‘group of
)

B . . » s ”—g ]

z;;;' computed for between—group error.

_ _ Table 13 presents the summary of ‘!% analysis o
“the. self-report data for all groups of pupils.[ The
maximum and minimhm scores fordgach factor 'are repbrted

_dard deviations for face

A o _—
5 dard error oﬁ the mean. * "'.
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L MzAn(sconts AND-&TAN@ARD DEV;
' AND RELAT

4M3XIMUH AND‘MINIMUM 'SCO
: PACTOR ow THE" SBLFHREPORIf-

. ,,ﬂ’

L
[T
UL T

\SABLE 1'}; e |
TIONS : FOR FACE RACTORS j“
'ED  STANDARD ‘ERRCR JOF “THE 'MEAN WITH THE -

S REPORTED FOR EACH

=

L
-J

(9-45)

e

PhYSical Self-PreSentation M' VF:7

Eneronmenéal Interaction
X (7-35)

lj Group . .
e et

M

‘L;SDjj

SE* 2 78

-

'“f M lf'_spfj

=

SE -2 60

" 522

L 8e3

63

6-1.

*

N\

a1

e <{* 42 .7
, §$% Y. 4-3

f}'.‘ ' y_55;~;-

32013

.-

34.27.

32 24

;'33 07
,'34.12“,
T 3417

33;24 -

(34,22

3~85

.'3. 76 ';H |
3441 E

3 38

' 3753;
‘3.qé'~"
‘3.%8
l4g54l

-~ 7

’”“-f%5+67-i.;3 84 -

~
. ~ .
¢

‘ l:? 25€1g  3. llf
-2773j;5¥4ﬂ

2671 '('3-§6;.
'27 974’ 301 .

" ag. 82 . . a8

28.75  2.72

'26,22'w,];;5§;ff'

" 28;57‘i-{3.57f

v

Peer Interaction

‘_:P | ke

Student—Teacher Interactlon

. (7535)

:Q{:w ‘ Group

_(8-40)"

.,M

= Ly
. SDb .

SE_=1.96 -

ey

- Mt - sﬂ\ SE_=1.78

S . 5-1

L

U _'4;2,‘

L4-3

5-2.

¢ 5=3

&-1

Te-2.

28.61
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A test-retest reliability coefficient was calculated‘”;,

v'jﬁg'Tor a fifth grade s&bset selecteh at- rahdom from the

L, _original fifth grade sample._ Using a three week ntei;l' ,;:'f-
1 | 'the reliability coefficient\was significant at A e -05 ! 11?
> - \ ; ; ‘ ; . . S e
level.‘ -_,\\\L _,,:_ T e oo ‘.' -
TR Lo " a0 )
AR T Tabie,14 describes the summary of the analysis AR
o J_assessing the reliability of - the sample. : ;‘1':" et ”'”%f
e 'TABLE' 14 CRE v :
TBST-RETEST RELTABILITY COEFFICIEQI FOR A. FIFTH GRADE o
‘ +.  SUBSET .USING A THREE 'WEER INTERIM S
S F-ﬂug;ji':fxa"f'_ Rime M 'SD,,'.rﬁ.“ p
R i~ N SEPEL _——
23 T 1fl3s 12,98 .84.pG0R
23 . .. .2~ 116.65.  11.42 - B
i -, t . s B ,

(Ve

B jThe popils in thé 1973-74 fourth Jn’d" £1fth grade -
classes maintained the same teaching teams and area of the -

\building as well as retained eighty Rer ceft of the{égudent

-

group dur;ng the 1974-75 school year.f AR attempt to ;f

wo

measure stability in the student self-report over a ten-‘

-

: month period took place by selecting a pool ‘of 45 fifth

and sixth grade (1974-75) students whose self-reports

were available for the first and second measure. ConSLder-y_
ing the influencing va iable of a twenty per ‘cent differ— e

‘LQQET in makeup of the group, the researcher Jud gd that a ' “; \\;
\ .

oh&=way analysis of variaqu,for non-correlated groups- ..
. . . g . ‘..v ) X - . ° ’
’d ] . ' \ &
> A <, A
m . N B .P- > “ “‘ ' . .~ . J



.”' C '.' Lo -! ' \%’ / L Q"‘\ ' - T "’ ’ ) ’ 6:7
-;f;,fwould be used.i This was basedﬂon theﬂrationale that group

‘self-cohceqirvaries with the "total" group and althdugh . ;,”
*;,the "total" group was not being measured, it was aséumed

'that the "tg grouw.nfluence of both 1974 and 1975 5

. ; fwas a viablelinfluence on. the sel(—concept of those EI;ﬁ";-‘xﬁg;
'T,': : students being measured.__ -.F-uf_ | :_;' ;QE>~ ‘ )
B ; An analysis of variance indicated that‘ fsignificant
.-;‘change as: determined through statistical,analysis was not ‘:'”Zﬂ%%

’in evidence._ If the obtained F is viewed as a test—retest ‘;f(
reliability coefficient, there is indication that -the ,

-self-report is stable over. a ten-month period- at the. .05

ML . L

- ’ . . - . . - .

. . . . . ' - '-. ‘- Y . . - . PR
. "

Jlevel.x.”“ *'-_,','3_ T,'_ o "ﬂ:-"'.;‘f" . ,;' o

Table 15 ;ncludes the summary of ana1y51s of variance .

“related to measuring,change in student self-reports over

LI

2 :

: a ten-moﬁzh period. ‘ ‘Zf . - o e

k4

. ' " TABLE 15 T o

B UMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RELATED TO MEASURING - ;
R ' ‘CHANGE IN STUDENT SELF-REPORTS OVER A ' | :

: ) S _ - TEN-MONTH PERIOD

)

e

- - - - - ' [ - " " " -
Source B - 88 . - DF ..  MS F

! " - . . .

bg - 31027 1 31007 .72 p <05

M - 39,938. 3"‘,_ 92. 143441
'ij’_§ T ‘ T B i T
To tal f o '40,249.0 93 o
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- a one—step prqgeés, the following pages will contain

. . - 4' S
. :,- The panel ofgsducationai Psycholqu F%culty reporteél
that the ohservatién,schedule and the self-report contained/

ﬂy Tpublic self-conceptz--This procedure was carried out to 5}

j:_ 'investigate the cbntent validity of both instruments. o

- ;iAppendix K contains verificatigh of the judgment in alletter

:-,‘-written by the- chairman of. the panel. RN P
:*iConstruct Validity .i-f"T,'{ﬁtﬁf‘lr"‘{iﬁi~f j”;”%r »le |

. W‘ The_literature reported that one tgkpnique used o

i -contribute to the khowledge of construct yalidity was '

’:the factor analysis process. Although the operational

sett:bng has not allowed for the additional twenty obser—

fvations necessary for-the minimum amount of data for a

'”meaningful factor analysis, a sufficiegt amount of data

was collected .on the self—report instrument in order to"‘
. & .

e
.

procede wi th the process.v>
TheJ:nalysiq,of the data attempting to interpret _
the con%truct V‘lldlty was a- theoretical process, “as

| well as an analytical one._ As factor analy51s is not “

_hranalyses and interpretations of the origfnal simple. 1

B



v

2

-}

©

4

——

with item delitions. The orthogonal roé%tion‘was used

Ry Table*ls presents the factor matrix for the simple

'report."

“r-
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fcentral cluster membe
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"'as used“in order that resulting underlying factors could

. -

’be correlated and high.factor loadlngs would indicate.3}
. (

| foblique rotatton on five underlying fattoks of the -self-

"_wherein statistically independent factors would be obtained
for further research purposes, while the obltque rotatien

.\'69’7 .

13



J TABLE 15

R FACT%R MATRIX FUR.SIMPLE OBLIQUE ROTATION 'ON FIVB
RDYING/STRUCTURB EACTORS bF‘THE SELF-REPQRT

_,Em
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‘Thirty-three per cent of thé'!tems on the first two

"rprojected ace factqrs clustéred in two respective groups

-

when the

trix was rotated to oblique strUcture.' Fifty-'

ent«of the 1£§ms in the'. third projected factor
. \ X
‘;clustered as J eventy-five per cent of the items in the‘

fuseven,per L
;iprojected fourth face factor.; L f' o 'dl . 7'
,;. :_ﬁ.iﬁ ,'i_ mhe#underlying factor structure indgcated that
—3‘ ] items throughout the instrument possiblx‘tlustered around
';~-éhe topics of' (I) communication, (II) feedings toward ”
" the operational\enviroqment, (III) energy level, (IV)
task orientation, and (V) evaluation of self as seen by -
\others. !4i.‘. ' . '
| Factor analysis i highly subJective process w1th
reference to determiningi;ze number of interpretable
.factors., Five factors were chosen for the oblique rotatiom//
as a noticeable decrease occurred between the eigenvalue i
of 72 for factor five and the eigenvalue of .58 for
_factor six.: As. eigenvalues are the sums of the squared. ‘ b;;‘
factor loadings,~the cumulative proportion»of';he total |
.-.variance"forhyll five faqtors was considered to‘befsmall;
However;-the ‘upper limit on the correlation coefficient .

» -
‘was established at’ .95 with the Comstant héld o-}.00.

"As the initial communality estimatés were’?zuared‘mzltiple
-correlations, the stringent parameters ‘of* the program >
(BMDOBM-Factor Analysis-Revised Margh 27, 19zs-nea1th |
‘Sciences computing Facility-UCLA) held the variables at a

f mlnimum performance level. - v cem | »




\  ”:_ni: '5" ) | ,:.;?;] . .= :." af}p L ‘72::,
| The obligue rotation allo;ed for examining the corre-._
liafion oK interaction between clusters of variables., Accord-
C .ing to RumnFl (1970l,r£f correlations of 10 or greater
'5'5\\ “exist between factors an oblique-rotatign is Justifiable

-fand can be uSed for further heuristic purposes. Table 17

e o cont;ins.ﬁhe factorrcorrelation matrix for the oblique ’
'.}V.\ f;otati[on.“ ;4‘ 5 ”a ‘; S ) : .~ ;‘.‘
e T LT TABLE 17 DR | )
' FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX FOR ‘THE OBLIQUE _—
' .ROTATION ON THE SELF-REPORT .-
- _/’— * - -
R R & S 5 & S <
) I j_'°11’.bo -.22 +.16 . -..34' “ . ~.08°
' n<, . 7 1.00- L0k .18 +.18
S & B | e 1.60_.- . '-'._12 -.07
v L o oy . 1.00 £.08
v T ? . 1.00
- : ; , o
;1 The matrix 1ndicated that underlying Factor I '
.revealed a negativefgelationship wi/B Factors IIrand IV .
jwm“ Ias well. as a p051tive relationship wi th Factgr III. Factor .

II indicated a negative relationship with factor IV. and
a ﬁESitive relationship with Facto V. Factor IIT revealed -

a slight negative relationship wj‘th F'actor IV. -

\()\



Sﬁ*;f serydary stages of the instrumen

- ! ’ - " R ‘

T ~ 73

~If the abgte relationshipi are referred,back to the
possible labels placed on. each factor, it can b assumed
:-that environmental and”developmental variables haVe some
ianUence on the clustering or non-clustering of items.
| It was noted that items numbered-oﬁ&"fivé,_seven,
‘te twénty-three and twenty—eight”did not have loadings

above .30.; Therefore, those items which contained com-

'gThe remaining items Were subjected to simple ortthE~al
4rotation whereinctwo factors were cdnsidered for interb"
'pretation as judged by the sudden decrease in the eigen—;
value (/ﬁz) of the third underlying factor. S '?¥§ f“
It was determined that possible labels for the. )

underlying factors on the simple orthogonal rotation were,

«

';imunalities less than the .05 level peﬁ%itted were excluded.‘ ’

«(I) teacher e}pﬁftation and_(II) relaxation within learn—lf\'

"'.V
ing environment. T

The orthogonal rotation procedure was selecte -it,

*this/point for future mathempticaL manip%igtfon, as ‘each ™ -
t

factor wauld be statistically independen nd could serve];

- as an 1ndependent variable in multiple rgsression analysis.;

This process would aid qriterion—refer nce validity in

Table 18 presents the fac r. loadings for simple

obliqué*rotation with i tem delitions.l Thefupper 1imit on ' .

constant was held at 0.0. o

-

. ’;,
-

aconStruction. _ ,fgg;’g.;,

\the correlation coefficient was establisheld at 95 and the \'_

k4
- ',/.
.

{

o
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v TABLB 18

SELF-REPORT WITH

74

FACTOR MATRIX FOR SIMPLE ORTHOGONAL ROTATION ON TWO
UNDERLYING FACTORS OF TH ‘
- ITEM DELI

IT

. «30

.53
.38

.32

.26
.52

.25
- .47

27 -
448 -
.38

‘ 027

' 048

.28

.29

43

.41

.31
.44

W17 .
«48

"o 47 -

. 49
«53

l 04
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'rhorough examination of both" facto‘ﬂgtrices or:] .

4 ‘e,

individual aﬁa comparative bases indicated that there _ .

’ weré items which were weak and not supportive of the total

" be made..'5 A;_ _” S ..‘

and statigxical analyses, ‘the items cdnsidered to be o \

instrument. The degree to which’ they were weak varied

with varimax rotations although the c usterings of the

iaéms in general did not. The factors were found to be ..

linterpretable even though the amount of Variance explained

was nominal to the extent that’ o | powerful statemants could

C

As a major thrust of this resea;ch in the desiguff

R T

and construction of instruments purporting to measure

.self-conceptlwag to maintain a balance between theoretical

2 . &

statiqgﬁcar&y ‘weak were scrutinized for syntactical weak-'
nesqﬂb }é seCOndary stage of instrument construction will

use both the systematically logical and .statistical:

.

analysis for revisionipurposes. . .

Correlation of Instruments

i
Y

5 ‘
S The relatiohship between the "Observation of Group

'Self-Concept qcheduae" and the "How I Am At School Self-- .

% . X3

’

. Rep%ft" was deEermined by- the raw score formula for |

./.01

\the streng&h df’tﬁe relationshipghetweentghe two instru- . n

obtaining the. Pearson re The value r =. +.55 expressed

A
ment5°_consequent1y, there wouldjbe_gpproximately thirty

per/cent variance in common between the - instruments.

-

-
3

. . . o "
‘ . A .- ; L
<. . - : " ..



The _purpose of this study was to attempt'to con-

-struct instruments yhich would indicate their reliability '
and validity through the analysis of the- data collected.\c,s-”"

The, reliability measures involved interraier -

l

reliability wherein raters were in agreement at ‘the fifty

per cent or higher level three-fourths pf“ the timea T

‘further included a test-retest procedure with an interim

of - three weeks and an analysis of variance technique wfth"'

o

an interim of ten months. The reliability coefficient on .

the test-r est was .84 (<i 05) and- the stability

H

coefficient was .72 (L. OS)m ' -,ﬁf-

- - b R
Validity measures which were pertinent to the con--

struction of the observation schedule and’theﬁself-report-
included content validity which a panel of 3udges con-:

';cluded items maintained were representative of 1ndicators'

-

of public self-concept. o SR y .

Le °

Construct validity on the observation schedule
could not be determined statistically dUe-to a need for
'twehty-nine per cent more individual ;ater obserVation '

o

scqores. The factor analysis tecﬂnique was possible for

the self-reports wherein the analysis of the oblique simple

F

1rotation revealed five underlying factors which were

. interpretable for purposes of instrument reorganization

Ty

. { .o
.and future heuristic endeavors. The analysis of the {'

©

orthogonal simple rotation indicated two . underlying

\ ) ;i

[
LY

e
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5§lbétweénfthe'self-"

. *-1[’ report and the observation schedule supported the assump—
tions of the need for parallel instruments to gather data

' -, . on the complex structure of tﬁe self-concept. I .,' S
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ft}“'-cjtefti The—%hrpose oﬁ this study was to constrqq*uihd/gather.

/ \data on an "Observation of Group Self—-Concept 5chedu1e" . ST
e ) & R
and a- parallel "How I Am At échool Self-Report " in _an '~'_‘

B ’].

SR attempt to produce vaIid and reliable scales of measu,remen};

the study wasv

f’)—

- :.].“‘o;f_ ~gm\ ,,ael-f-cﬁcept. The _.significance o £
' A /in the lac‘.k d’f*instr‘ﬁments assess nq g/oup self—

-

*“ that WOt.lld 'enhance the ggoup .‘ f-concept of pu@.ls jré \

\ Xgrades four, f!ve and s:l.x. /, e -
\ . . -} s ;’L } ’ . . . . R . ','- .' CeT

An assumptionfwas made that the public components _ :_. =

of self-Cthept ar-e rewgaled through persistent aﬁd stable )
-§

‘4"" \fbehaviors. 'I'herefore, speuific’descriptive indfcators:
s - _

{ S could be _'ysttematiCally qrganized to form: an oBs rvation

i -
: .m-,~ t.

! ,,v‘._‘.*»"s'cﬁedul' anda s f—report so ;hat data t:ou'ld be collected

, -‘oakthe publi{o selffof groups of %ermediate elem tary ,'. '

oLl &l
T & ’ _" > . ."Q-'- L. o ' o ’ B T . . B
' o r'-'_s- pupils. g . “' o '_’-' hd i o " ’ * Vo o e
N » ST :; ,'- N LA
A ¢ o oo
.:‘ : o - - “ ;ﬂ" .
ro - et s
o o .y i
Dl d vt
: .
i
o M




P a

jl' - A further assumption was that a total grOUp

" exhibits a. self-concept that\is produced by}the inter-'

action ‘of its members and that the individual member'

e

-;behavior~is bo th modified,by and exhibits the concept the
Lo . : L . e e

g group has qf itseif.

. L ’ -

¢ =

. AT - A final assumption .was that observation schedules' ‘!

S could be constructed in a way th t reliabiiity and validity

. nJcould be established therefore, i ference-would be a. -«

T e .
. - ‘.

valuable tool to researchers in the soCial and behavioral

)

~ : oo S L - T we
F sciences. L S - :

LT . . *I‘ ’ b - !

v ’Group self-concept was defined as: A social ' '
‘structure exhibiting interactions which indicate values, ' : .
attitudes and beliefs that determine the sglf-perdeption '

S ‘of a group, wherein individuals irror the composite

group perceptions demonstratedathrough group behavior.,
¥ DA

;It is an attribute that is capa 1e of- change.

. The related literature did not contain the‘termi
' group self-concept nor did it affer éfsynonym for it.
';i There was, however, much supﬁjrt for the conqegt in

KN ¢’

referencgs to the organizationaand strﬁbture of the self .

*;‘\:‘____Jhd‘
e f as well as in recommendations for analyzing the data in

L}

..

',terms of group assessments.f The conclusions of several \v"f

LVStudies indicated a need for parallel instruments to
gather data on the.complex s¢ructure of the - self.

e :ff The construction of both the observation and

-




Lo

:..7"v e

Soq
-, .

.“J”

o

. eprsed to- field testing and constructive criticism fér

‘skills in the dé&a col}ection propedurﬁ;; t‘

o vation.scyédule through the correlation of raw scores for

. : . ' . . R
a ' , o

| U B - g Q/'~ ' .- 80
promoted descriptive rather than judgmental items._ The
process of instrument development included close exami-’v"
nation of students in an operational setting and reﬁiew of‘“
literature rdlevant to self-concept instrument design ,f *}f._ \i

in the affective domain and analytical procedures for

;-reliabilitx»andﬁvalidity estimates. The instruments dere

fL;' ) BRI
in-depth clarification and’ refinement. '

-

Observers dhd instrument administrators were

trained Qn?il the researcher was, comfort‘ble with their

The/samaieginziﬁded fourth fifth apd sixth grade‘
pupils who wé)f involved in the Westinghouse ‘PLAN

which includ computer assisted instruction,-open-'

»

L

education and team-teaching.

The data collection process included five pairs of

i
?

trained obFervers rating each pupil group in each §rade

level wherein pairs of observers rated a group Simul-V.

r

tdﬁeously for twenty minutes. Seven groups of studenisf’“*
were observed and the self-report was administered £

five

A

X
two hundred and twenty-nine pupils in grades four,
and siX-' , 'p o ~u.f; e

Interrater aéi@bment was obtained on the obser-

>

jeach pair of qhters on. each study group.' Twenty-five T - g
per cerit of the pairs of raters obtained a correlation | )
R T . :
. . 3 e . _‘ / - . : "_ . , ﬁﬁ* .
L ! ) 4 SER I E
' k 86. - ” b '



T .
LR

fw::vaziables to be use in a fu&ure multiple regreSSion

?,,\' o N

i coe!ficient of YBO or greater. ,S/(;Lty-four per cent of
the pai s of raters obtained a correlatlon- oefficient of

0ot greater. R - T e 1 ,_‘g\qﬁsbt
: l. . ' ' A

(N a A testhretest reliability coefficient of .84

(£..05) on the self-report was obtained for 23 Fifth

graders retested after a three week interim. . An analysis

S el gy

of variance technique revealed that there was not a signifi--

cant change in 47 sixth grade pupil ] self-reports and
that a stability coefficient of .72 (L. 5) was. obtained.

X A panel'bf Bducational Psychology dlty assessed
'_ithe content ‘validity of both instruments angkagreéa/thatqr\
- both contained a pool of itéms which related to individual

indicators of public selﬁ-concept..- C | |
| Thg analysis of the-data attempting'to'interpret
e construct Validity wasﬁa theoretical process, as well
- as a statistically analyti 1l le. The self-report was
SA

fﬁdministered to the total e of students and the data

'.was factor analyzed. 'An. ob e simple rotation produced
five £actors which could b int rpreted for purposes Of\\]

instrument reorganization.' An orthogonal simple rotation

'.with iteh deX¥tion produced statistically independent

analysis. .~~ﬂ

.. . A coeffici nt of . S/was obtained betweeﬁ the
- observation sc ule and the self-report when the total
- A .
| l‘fourt@ £ifth &

«“%f

sixth grade datﬁ Were cof@elated.

g -

T S

T v

el o



',ﬁ;{ 1, Constructing observation and self-report instru-_;

,ments ané gathering data with them in order to produce

ireliable and valid measures was ‘an igteresting and intel-
lectually stimulating procest throughout the entire study.
"The major problem that occurred initially and continued

£ -

to be an obstacle was the maintenance of a productive |

balance between the systematically logical and the

statistical procedures and analyses.. Fusing'the varying ‘/

judgm nts and methods into compatable tools to use inrthe.
_study, eventually provided the basis for intrinsic satis-

‘faction with the final ]
) i

rocesses and products.
em incurred was the lack of,

2. A second ,
| mat;Lials which rovided informative~techniques for ~ -

constructing obsexyation instrumentsfin,the affec;iveyv

£

”lated in th early 'tages of déﬁelopment. 'As:a3re3ult L I

‘an excess v -" it of time was spent in contemplation of -

the most beneficial procedures which would lend themselves

- to- mdre coqpetent analyses. . ' "_' R
, e

’-treating data in a variety of methods 'in order to de rmine

‘3,= EXamination df the raw data on 1 of the J_ , ;j'

g"ObserVation of Group Self-Concept Schedulesﬁ_revealed
that raters appeared to not magé use of the extreme ends
N .

of both contiﬁuums» It wgs reported by the’ raters that

. they.wereg

\comfortable with indicating that a group




| _schedule would contain a seveﬂ point continuum. ‘As . W

- - v
ol A N . - > . o~ .

-exhi‘mted extreme positidg or. extreme negative character-_

‘e

Lstics. It was concluded chatathe reviSed observation

. ,,' .

. variation w.s interpreted-as negligible, it_is assumedj7

that an expanded continuum would perhaps allow a more
thorough study_/k the variation that would exist within\g

factors in contrast to the variation between factors.

Consequently, within;group and between group variance

'could more plausibly be scrutinized for environmental

!

'variables effecting dispersions. .

Although obserVation schedule indicators constructed

with one end of a continuum containing two concepts did

not appear to interfere with ‘the data collection process
:initially, it was judged that the indicators should be
' revised to contain only one concept within each

) descriptor. his decision was based on the raters haVing

PR Y

" -to spend extra time with those more complex.items.

_little variation. As

gbetween-group and within-group variation.j Therefore,

' ffthe organizatiop of ’he response system on the self—;

1 4. The indi¥idu ; self-report datgfalso revealed

was judged ‘-_'_that,:'th e

with obtaining ‘a dispersion of scores that revealed useful ]

g

"f,report will be ch nge: to a linear continuum ranging from-

'"always" to . "neve,ﬁ

‘allow for interpretin

redet‘.ned verticle marks will /

b

even—point continuum. Many

[ .

S




INC T e TN LY T e sd
- - students attempteqytqjuse‘af _ntinuum type approa *within/\\
} ‘ . . I'\_ A _ . . ﬂt g
-th@‘response‘méthodvby placin an "x" to- the,far right or.

B

f)' left of each response box, 'i' P a‘ R
;;;;;//fhi' o 5. Thevstatistical analyses proVided thﬁ oppor-

. ’tunity to study the refationship between observer data and
rﬂ a seif-report data. The majority of projected mean factor

P

" scores of both inst?:Men/a were withinzrfsse prg}lhity . '.—,
LT L/
b

'to” each other. ¥ The' ispen;ion ofbgsgr s assigned to the \
'peen interactionzfactor and to - the pupil tedcher intere o U
action factor appeared to maintain a broader range on _the |
ff;~ h self—reﬂ.rts of most groups. Possible conclUsions are.
that students and teachers act‘in a consistent manner i
. the majority of the time- therefore, pupils reqprt their
varying degrees of contentment with. the id!bractions and
'th aters #ﬁport the observed, assumedly consistent
: int;[action. It could be concluded that when comparing '
observation and self-report data that means rather than
_‘variance should be focused upon.nga._ll o vf' - ‘Q\k_,i{ .
. _;_ 6.j The: analysis of variance techniﬁue was used -
ngased on the assumption that theoretically\the groups f}i,
- n'being measured were non-correlated._ As. it could be {f O
.argued that the groups .should be)considered for cor-;_” ZJ; \\
"-.relational statistical analysis only, it could be" proposed
ﬂlthat a:- t-test for correlated groups Wbuld be performed
© in order togobtain a. reliability coefficient. As the

—
analysis of variance technique is mdre stringent, it could

‘; » -?.
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be cgﬁtluded 5?at the oékained coefficient in'Table 15

-

would be even\greater. *.. ,

o , . : :

)’)’ 7. The factor analysis of the self—report data -
using the oblique simple structure revealed items that

were-not supportsb the instrument*or factors'therein..F

-~

A second factor,analygis performed on the self-report
instrumeﬁt usgngtan orthd%onal rotation revealed that

theﬁb”Were weak items, but th& degrees to which they were

£
was that while statistical analysis revealed strengths‘

)

and weaknosses of the concepts within an instrument in

“the formative stage of development it was. advanﬁﬁgeous

'y%attempt to improve weak: concepts through revision of

¢

syntactical or organizational structure rather than -

~

~

eliminate them. ;.:_ . - L o

8. ,The correlation of the. self-report instrument

‘e

and the observation schedule revealed that thirty per :f

4or

\

cent of their total variance was held in common.' It cggld

ube contluded ‘that ' the. aSsumeq éampleXity of the self

o requires a (griety of media through'which data Can ‘be

.o
-

: concept.

s

-wcollected on the reported ‘and inferred public componentsﬁ

"- o - )

CIf a systematic observation schedule, llowrsig—

ﬂnificant adults within the.learnin environmert to be’

‘thigty per cent more a¢curatelyvawarerof “the group‘

perceives itself, teachercbehaviors and learning environ-

'n
1

"weak varied with the rotation. A major conclusion reathed

7

Y . . - yl PR

;“ments could bd’%urther modi£ied to enhance the group self-
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9.  The "Observation of Group Self-Concept

[

Schedule" end the'"How I Am At Sch&é&e&e{f-ﬁeport“ were 4 -
Cooah B 4 . B
\§ considered to'be in a. formative level oﬂ.levelOpment. e

) The~ana1ysis of data gathered tHrough the instrument indi-~

catéé strengths and weaknesses which were reviewed in R
'rder to refine the ihstruments for use. The. refined

instruments are located in Appendix D and Appendix-E.< )

r

P , ’ P - i r ’ o . . SN

R W Recommendetions‘_‘_‘
L ' .1‘, It is recommehded 1f this study is replicated . ' \\_‘
. that a reSearch design be formulated in theﬁprimary stages: -
~ of development ‘wheretn iata <CQllection techniques, data

<,
ﬁut COding, data preparation and analyses be. determined.‘ If
| computer programs are going to be used it is recommended
'that program selection take place in the primary stages

in order that‘familiarity with the mechanical aspects of-
i keypunching, job submissions and interpretation of ; "

printouts be possible. o ‘ o o

2. A second recommendation is that a. balance be, - ' o

i maintainéd between theoretically logical and statistical

approaches,ih constructing the instruments and ‘analyzing -

the data._ Statistical procedures:are designed to be’
helpful in GECision making and are not de51gned ﬂa prov1de T "
e dynamic pdrameters te serve asﬁpbstacles to research in -
:.the be‘_"avioral sciences. Neither can it b:e‘assumed that ,
'\ N 4

. relying‘on frequencies and percentages will proFide the .

'quality-needed to make.intelligent decisions. Had.this

v
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o study in*tially relied on statistical power: analysis and

.'the pure statistician's assUmptions, then it would not have

f . 4 < been. begun. However, had tHE analytical techniques not '"_g [
" been used in later stages of the study, future heurtstic’ :f . -

gendeavors would be near impossible.q,'f : ‘ A o~

> ") 3. A proceduré th%;: is recommended fo in-depth

L W review of ‘this data is that data th es be examined to
7 v
B compare self—report scores and observatieg scores with

¢

\refei“ce to . grade level and prOJected face factors.'

Further insight-can be gained from comparing rater correq %

lation coefficients witH the face factor meah scores and

. standard_deyiations within and _between groups. It is

,recommended that the. same- procedurgs take place with data

'collected with these instruments on other samples in

1

order to determine similarities and differences._:

. "

“4._ In recent years pupils are increasingly exposed . .

3 . . . 1} . « L

. to educational experi;nces which emphasize social and
: | .
s o emotional growth as e11 as new approaches to cognitim\/

: development. Desp e the added expectations, the total

. ®-

growth of the pupils within’ the proposed innobative 5ﬁjj

practices are often determined by the traditionhl cog-
nitive meas:res alone.j Programs that socially and - ." A
o emotionally stimulate teachers -and children become defunct.
due to myths that those areas cannot be measured and by
the,lack @ use of?ayailabie_i;:truments,that_measure_'f

7' . thevaffective domain in such,a way that results can be
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',-qfoéitebly'used}7‘TherEfore t is recommended thatlthe_

v

. A N EE
S - . a .
. .

. revised instruments be us%y to gather data on the concept
groups have of themselves. Consequently, teacher beheviore.-

‘ Lfend clessroqm climetes ceh be esteblished that will pro-

i

v dote the chances thqt elementary students will develop and -

. ~

meintai a positive self—conpept. _
h 5.; Fin,;ly, it is recommended that researchers
direct decision making school personnel to. these and
other products of measurement in the affective areas and
assist them with’!hplications of the outcomes._ without

- the intermediary steg;of communicetion,qreseerch is of

o little use to —teachers who wiZl be ultimately held.

"accountable for the growth of. their students and of little

!
use to students who will Continue to be assigned successes

or failures, good or bad, based on their achievement test

' scores. ' ' . “4 . , |

“
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APPENDIX A J

JUDGMENT CONCERNING CONTENT VALIDITY OF THE

OBSERVATION OF GROUP SELF-CONCEPT SCHEDULE
. B

AND THE HOW, I AM AT SCHOOL SELF=REPORT



-

B A L STATE UNIVERSITY

MUNCILE, ENDIANA .47308

TEACHERS COLLEGE

Department of Educational Psychology

April 24, 1975

Ms. Pamela Eckard

Doctoral Cancdidate

Department of Elementary Education
Ball State University

Muncie, Indiana 47306

Dcar Panm,

’
You have asked mg Lo meke a judgment on the content validitg\of
the instruments you have developed and are u¢ing for your doctoral
research - - - the Group §£l§-dgncept Observation Schedule for Elcment%EX
Pupils and the How I Am at School Self-Report. I am pleased to do so.’

.

" First, with regard to both instruments the item statements seem
logically related to the aspect of self-concept they are measuring.
These statements represent some of the items that could be used to
assess the various facets of self-concept of elementary school pupils.
Second, with regard to’ the intended parallelism between the two scales,
the self-report items on the How I Am at School Scale seem to be
logically related to and-could measure some aspect of the factors of
self-concept with which the Group Seli-Concept Observation Schedule

deals.

L3

~

Sincerely,

e P o

Carson M. Bennett
Professor of Educational »
Psychology ‘ .

CMB/cas
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APPENDIX B
SELF-CONCEPT OBSERVATION SCHEDULE

FOR ELEMENTARY PUPILS (1974)

\t‘

Yot
¢

wy



SELF-CONCEPT OBSERVATION SCHEDULE
' FOR ELEMINNTARY PUPILILS
Eqkurg 1974

Physicnal Scelf-Presentation

1.1 . * Posture
Contributes to activity -
or self-presentation ()Y ()Y () () () interferes with
' activity or self-
' presentation, distra
tive
1.2 | )
alert, ective Energy &
‘ () ) () () sluggish, in-
active, letharglc
]
1.3
attentive, observant Concentration o
() ()Y ()Y () () indifferent,
’ inattentive
1.4 - ,
skillful, purposeful- Body Movement

() C) () (7 () reckless, de-

structive nervous,
Jumpy, unsteady

1.5 ; ,
appr®riate, to situation, Voice Volume
pleasant () TY U7 () () too loud, bo-
-, 1sterous muted. too
Y- L . soft
1.6 : . - , .
clearly articulated, Speech
enunciates . . (Y (Y ()Y () .() muffled, uncle:
L
1.7 {
clean,. orderly . Appearance - .
() (Y () () () solled, care-
less, dirty.
1.8 ' .
responds to, contributes Humor - “
3 - (). (Y () () () contributes
)\ ; excesslively o
1.9 ~° , "

Faclial Expression
(' CY_CU) () () no expression

k

highly exppessive




Response to Physical Environment

2.1
uses for lntended purpose,

careful (

2.2
uses independently

{
.
2.3 .
restores after wmse, maintains
(
2.4
at ease, comfortable
(
2.5
touches, handles
“(
2.6 - -
accept®, completes ;]
' F ¢
2.7 .

industrious, deligent

) TV ) )

Books nd MJterlnlg
(") mors, defaces
destructive

h ]

Competence with Materials
y )Y ()Y (Y () neéecds assis-
tance, depends on
others

-

! ) :
Concern for Defined Area

)y () () () () does not.re-
. store or maintain
Attitude
) Ty () () ()

discontent,
uneasy -

Toctillity

) ()Y (Y () () refrains from
touching, avolds
. Response to Tusk .
) () ; V} g ; avolds :
. goes through-
A motions, feligns

completion

. 1 9
Attitude Toward Task ,
)y ()Y ()Y (9 () oblivious, in-

active
\




Interaction with Peepg

3.1

relates to. plen sontly, openly - Response to Peors . !
() I—)"_‘ th{h}‘“Y—z' Linores, avoltd
excesslive In-
teractlion
3.2
assumas Individual responsibility Parallel
() ) UT () () dominntes, con
trols
() () () withdraws,
submits
3.3 .
resourceful, creative Individual Work
()Y ) )Y T)Y () repetitive,
imitative
3.4
humor, warmth, oagrecment Contribution to Climate
optimistic () UV () U7 U7 destructive,
condemns, pessimistic
3.5 :
. co-operative, compatible Rapport
() ) U) () () nostile, anta-
' gonistic
3.6 .
seeks contact, social ~ Positioning
() () Uy UT) () 1isolates, with-
draws
3.7
independent, self-reliant Attitude with Peers 4
() C) () () () dependent,
relies on peers
3.8
appropriate to situation FPhysical Contact
()" () () () () .initiates dis-
- ruptive, or abusive
contact
() () () avoids appro -
priate contact
. \

1 U"‘



Interaction with Taachers

u_lﬁ
responds willingly,
trustful

open,

. 2
“Inttintes with purpose, or

contributes openly

5

4.3
.relaxed, warm, friendly
4.y :
enthusliastic, stimylated

.5

sgeks contact with

4.6

respeétful, courtebus

OOy ()

.

4

rejectys openly
avoids

ERSESHINY

NDiscusasion or Conversation

()7 ()Y ¢ ) () () avolds, remaln
o silent
initittes un-

() ) ()

necessAry cecnversa -
t 1on

Pupil/Teacher Climate

() )Y )Yy )V ()
rigid

Tense, unsure

Tracher Direccted Activities

() ) U) U) () criftical,

discontent

Fositionin B P
() )Y UV () () avoids, with-
) ) -draws

>

Consideration

( ) disrespectful,
rude discourteous
()Y () () fawning, ex-
cessive falttering

h.7 | ~
discerns and respcnds to humor Perception of Humor :
() () () () T7J fails to dis-
cern humor
‘ () () () percelves humor

where none exists
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APPENDIX C__ -

HOW I AM AT SCHOOL SELF-REPORT (1974)
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n ) ,',/,_[.. . B
K " I, w  How I Am At Sehool o )
. : L .. ©  Self.Report ‘ .
' : e ' For Elementary Pupils In =~ =~ . '~
e Grades Four, Five & Six - - -
’ Eckard 1974 c ‘ - T
. N _ Some- v
- Always times  Never
rJ . B * ’ ¢ . . . * - ”
1. The way I stard ard sit helps me' in school. .
g ‘ 3 o -
N . . ‘/“P ‘ . '
2. I have enough energy to. work and play in sc_hool.
3.1 r.pay' attention to the things I am working onA.h
4, then'I move arournd I do nct disturb others. o~
5. My volce is not too loud.or too soft at school.
6. T speak so n‘& clessrates understand me. P
ram i ‘ '
7. Iy ciothes and h2ir look nice to ny classmetes.
8. I laugh when mrm:' things happen in school.
..n i . - .
- 9. Py Show how I feel ty smiling or frowning.
10. I use the'¥SChoc-1's books arid materials carefully.
. . N - T
1i. I how hew to use the boaks by myself.
\ . e [ .
\ : .. )
12. - I keep my wcrking area stratght.
Lo . — . -
13. My classrcom area is o ccmfortable place to be.
B P do pick up and handlef things at school. N
'15. T éamplete the work I am glven to do at school.




-+ Some-

111

) < CAlvays . times  Nefer
{;r - _ : ' ] . . . . '/,«"" -
5 - - - e
16., I work hard and do my best on assigmments. - d ,i'}' ~
e P ' . ‘ | . - ‘ v, ' 4
: 17. I am nide to the people in my cldssroom. ) f
) ) t ¥
! ou . ~ A
18. I do nmy share of Lthe work in the classrdom.- PN ; j
— < ‘ o . ) A} - 7" ]
\/{9'. I make . things that are different fram things. ' /‘ -
‘ gthers are. making. : o - ar IO :
j -
. 20. I do things to make my classmates happy. - ) ' / .
s ‘ ' P . . -
~ 21.‘ I wofk well witlfu/. the people in my -¢lassroom., | \
.‘(' N \ < - . e ' . : = -
22. . € enJoy being with my classmates. R “(‘ 1
) . p o .
"S23. I can .tx’rbr*k alone vhen.I 'need to. ' . -
— i - i , / & - : a &m;a—’t -
24, T like to be near my classmates. \/ L
25. I frust énd depend on my teachers. 2 | o/
26. T talk to my teachér about th:mgs that I do-
at school. »
27. I am rélaxed witly my teachers. '
28. I like to do thé things my teachers plan.
"“‘( K '
29. . I llke to be close to my teachers. -
300 I respecf ard am nice to my teachers. i
/ S
31. I 1like to laugh en my teacbers tel'L funny
stories or jokes with the class.
N \
»
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OBSERVATION OF GROUP SELF-CONCEPT SCHEDULE
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FOR ELEMENTARY PUPILS IN GRADES FOUR, FIVE

AND SIX (REVISED, 1975)
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Rater . S , . N
Date ~ Time . ) B L
Grade Section ) ' g
- ; | L
- — Observation® of Group Self-Concept Scheduyle

For Elementary Pupils in Grades '
‘Four, Five and Six

i Eckard - 3
e . Revised 1975%c '
M . N ‘ ’
S
Physical Self-Presentation
12 . ~  Posture :
contributes to activi- ( )-(}5 ()Y () () () interferes with -
ty or self-presebtation - . o activity or self--
N . . ra ' . presentation
1.2 - Energy
alert, active () ()¢ 5 ( Y () () () sluggish;-inactive,
T ] : : lethargic
-1e3 ) Concentration . _ - .
attentive, observant (YT TOCITTTT) () ( )y . indifferent, inattenti:
1. " Body Mbvemeﬁ£ 7 ,
skillful, ourposeful = ( ) ( Y () () () () () reckless, destructive
1.5 ' | Voice Volume . _i
approoriate to ‘ (YTYT YU Y(C) () () boisterous or muted
) situation, pleasant . - o . v
1.6 o i - ' .
clearly-articulated - ()Y (CYOCOyU) () () () muffled, unclear
B P A - Appearance 1 S
. clean, orderly { ) ( : () () () soiled, careless
— ! ‘ ) - N L “
1.8 - " Humor ‘ \
responds to, _ () ( YU ) ( ) ( ) ( () does not resoond or
; contributes 5 ‘ : v “contribute to
1.9 - . ‘Facial Expression ’ .
ighly expressive . ‘(:) (Y CYCTITUTT ()Y () noexpression-

1
£y

\ , X . ‘




ol

(

,‘\l

Response to Physical Environment A

2.1 ]
uses for intended

Books and Materlals

I A

&

T )T)()()k) gars, gefaces,

purpose, careful estructlve

.

262 Com tepce with Materials -
uses independently _ ? ) ) U (O) (7) ( ) . needs assistance,
. ...depends on others

I

Concern for Defined Area

i~ 23 ' .
‘ tores after use, . ()YC)Y(C)Y(C)Y(C)(C) () does not restore
alntalns E : . or maintain
2. Attitude "~ | "}

at ease, comfortable discontent, unecasy

( Y)Y ) () ( ) ()

2.5 ' Tactility -

touches, handles g AN i Y () () ( ) {) refrainsﬂ(gnm
- touching, &volids

’ T
2 6 \ Response to Task .
accepts, " comnletes JAY T UHY Ty ) ¢ avoids or feigns
} ‘ L completion
2.7 " Attitude Toward Task
) industfious, (L)Y € Y () () *oblivious, inactive

. deligent

» Y ;oo e
- |




-

»

Interaction with Peers -

3.1
relates to pleashantly,

openly
3e2
"~ assumes individual
resoonsibility

3.3 o
resourceful, #hedtive

3.k _
humor, warmth,
optimistic

305 ;
co-operative,
compatible

3.6

seeks contact, social

3.7 :
indepent, self-reliant

308' -
appropriate to
situation

Resnonse to Peers

T ()
R

Parallel
(YT () )

Individual WO;k
()Y yTyoyT) ¢)

Contribution to Climate

Y oy oy ooy o) O)

Rapport

(Y(YOIT) () ()
Pog;ﬁioning .
OTITIC) O )

Attitude with Peers
MY Y Yoy oyo)

Physical Contact
(YOO YTyt )

115

()

()

()

()

e

ignores peers or
interacts excessively

dominates peers or
withdraws, or submits

rer itive, imitative

~

destructive,.pessimistic

]
hostile, antagonistic

isolates, withdraws

devendent, relies

on
peers ~

initiat~s abusive contact

or avoids contact



: -

/
Interaction with Teachers
 § B . v
Lol - - N Rapport . - .
responds willingly, open,( ) ( Y () ( X () openly rejects or .
trustful oo » - avoids . \
Lhe2 . Discussion or Conversation '
initiates with ourpose, (.) () U ) () ( ) { J () remains siledt<or
contributes openly : ‘ - - initiates unnecessary.
J . discussion
he3 ; Pupil/Teacher Climate
relaxed, warm CYCYoyYyYoHYy ooyo)) () tense, unsure,.rigid
L.k ' Téacher Directed Activities ' ’j N
enthusiastic, - ()Y ) C)OC)Y ) ) () critical, discontént
stimu;ated o . '
h.5 Positioning .. - ,
seeks contact with (‘) CHY ) () (‘)-( ) () avoids or withdraws
! _ : Consideratlon
k.6 ' .
respectful, courteous- ( ) () ( ) ( ) () ( ) ( ) disresvectful, or
’ ' . fawns excessively
L.7 -~ . ' Percention of Humor
discerns and’responds C)>C)YCYU)YOY () () fails to discern humor
to humor . ‘ or nerceives non-
) existent humor
<~

o 116 | .
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APPENDIX E
HOW I AM AT SCHOOL SELF-REPORT

(REVISED, 1975)
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Schoox -~ . " .. . e .V
‘Name : .
Grade - Section
Date » .
\
. - How I Am At Sthool Self-Report
: For Intermediate Puovils in Grades Four
- Five and Six
—_ ' Eckard
Ny / Revised 1975 @

,
' v ‘ ~ Always
1, The way I sit in school helps me work. .

Never

1
4

2. I have enough energy to work and play in school.

3. I pay-attenéion to things I am working on.

s

. ' v
L., When I move around I do not disturb others. £

L4

S. Other people hear me when I talk.

€. 'I speak clearly enough for my friends to ;
understand me, :

T My classmates think that I look nice,

-

8. I laugh when funny things happen at school.

9. T show how I feel by smiling or frowning,

10, I use the school's books and equfhmeht carefully.

11, I know how to use the books myself,

12, I~keep my working area straight,

i3. My classroom area is a comfortable place to 'be in,

1i. I do pick up and handle things at school.

15. I complete the work I am given to do at school,

16. I work hard and do my best on assigmments,

17. I am nice to the people in my classroom,

18. I do my share of the work in the classroom.

!
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20,

21,

22,
23.
2k,

25,
26,

27.

28.

29,
30.

31.

I make thinps that areMFifferent from thinps !
others are making. .

Never

I do ﬁhtngs to make my classmates happy. -

I work well with the peoﬂle in my classroom.

I enjoy being with my classmétes.

I cen work by myself when I need to,

When T should I sit or stand close. to

my classmates,

I trust and depend on my teachers,

I talk to my teachers about things that
I do at school. .

I am relaxed when my teachers are around
me.

I like the way my teachers help me learn
how to do things,.

I like to be close to my teachers,

I respect and am nice to my teachers,

I like to laugh whé%xmy teachers tell funny
stories or jokes with the class,

B
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APPENDIX F . >
FORM USED IN SUMMARY OF DATA COLLECTED BY
OBSERVERS ORGANIZED AROUND ITEMS AND
REPORTED IN ITEM SCORES ASSTGNED

/BY RATERS
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EXAMPLE.  OF FORM USED IN SUMMARY OF DATA

COLLECTED THROUGH STUDENT RESPONSES

e

X Itemf
Sometimes Never Mecan -Score

Grade
Section

e | x| £ [« ¢ [ «

Q | | 1]21




APPENDIX G -
EXAMPL§ OF FORM USED IN SUMMARY OF DATA
COLEECTED THROUGH STUDENT RESPONSES

REPORTED IN FREQPBNCIES AND

PERCENTAGES

Nr



OBSERVATION OF GROUP SELF-CONCEPT S

Mk

[

Posture
1.1 Contributes to o
activity or self-
presentation

12 alert

s Py
I |
w [A¥] ol
—~ —~
~ ~
~~ —~
~r ~
—~ —~
~ ~
—~ —~
~r ~
~~ —~
~ ~

i
S
f

Ut »
I t

woN

L) ~~ .
-~ N’

L) ~~

N N

~~ LY

N N”

L) ~~

N N

L) ~~

N Ns”.

an

'« . 123

ELEMENTARY PUPILS IN GRADES FOUR, FIVE AND SIX
/ " R

S
CHEDULE FOR

4

interfergs. with
activity or self-
presentation

sluggish, inactive,
. lethargic

N
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APPENDIX H
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION OBTAINED FOR
EACH INDICATOR IN THE ‘SELF~REPORT

'PRIOR TG* FACTOR 4ANALYSIS
~ R A IXFI ‘ .??f‘?;; ‘-4“ . u-/"
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fi .

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION OBTAINED FOR
.EACH INDICATOR IN THE SELF-REPORT

PRIOR TO FACTOR ANALYSIS

. Standard

Indicators Mean , | Deviations
1. © 2,99 o \ 1.00
> 4.33 - : 0.58
3 ) : 3.74 - - o 1.13
-4 _ : 3.14 . 0.93 .
5 3,26 1.19
6 4.17 | ©1.13°
7 e 3.63 . . » 1.16

.8 » 4.21 » 1,06
9 ' 3.77 , . 1.20
11 o . 4.40 1.00
12 C *. 3.48 " ~ 0.99
13 ‘ 3.27. " 1.39
14 ' 3.45 1.17
15 : 3.78 1.08
16 | 4,25 1.00
17 3¢50 “ 1.03
i8 - 4.08 1.05
19 _ 3.48 1.15.
20 , v 3437 . . 0.92.
2] 3.56° : ' 0.99
22, . 4,11 . ' o 1.07
513 . 4.27 T l.13
24 v : 2.23 . -1.40
ot 4.11 1.21
26 3.18 - 1.26
27 3.27 1.21
28 . 3.51 T f1.04
, Y9 2.99 ‘ , 1:32
30 : . 4.03 1.
31 : 4,07 , o 1.24
p)‘
-




